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WFTTTffiFF1976 VgtgF 10(4) % FFfa f%F ft Tpft 

TF 4 FTW/ TTFRF TT FIF TF TFT 

1. T%T #F TFT 41tM^ ttufffTT" 
fTTTTSP' FTT ?TPTT ( fF F- 10763) 

1/38 fTTTTSFFTT 

FF'J 7 ' -302039 

FFPFTF 

2. T%T #F TFT 41tM^ TTFiy 
T fT.FF3J ft TFH'EH ?TP3T (fF F- 10820) 

ft +IHTH, #TF TTF 
FFy-302006 
FFPFTF 

3 T%T#F TFT 41tM^ 

ftTF TTT STP3T (fF F- 11154) 

''"IK F-1 
?TtfF Tf^M I fH 
FF frf€t FF3F f?tT 
fTTF ttt, FFjr-302013 
FF»TTF 

4 T%T #TT TFT 41 + M^ TTUTFFjr 
44^0 FPTT ( FPTTfF-10761) 

ftFT TTF 4MH, 44^0, FFy-302002 

FF^FTF 

5 ?FT#TT TFT 41tM^ ttutfFTF 
FTF TT K4 ?TPTT (fF F-10861) 

TT-9 FF?TF 1 FTFT , FTF *TTTF 

frnTsp' fft, FFy-302039 

FFPFTF 

6. ?FT#F TFT cD + M^ TTUFFT^T 

FFFFft #T FTF F#t ?TTFT (fF F- 10978) 

FFFFft ffT FTF F#t 

FFJT-302013 

FFTFTF 

j_ T%T #F TFT 41 + M^ TT3piy 

4 NIT ?TTFT (fF F- 10029) 
fTIF F-245 F 248 % FTT 
TFFTF, %ft 4MH 
FFJT-302003 
FFTFTF 

8. ?FT#F TFT 41 + M^ ttuf T4'^ 

?TTFT TT FTF: fFTiFT (?FFTT fF-11244) 

TFT: FTF TFFTF FTF, TFTFF T^ld, 
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I44MI 7777 fTTlTT, i^TT-^TjiF 
(7T3FKTFT) f77: 344801 

9 , ?%7 #4T 377 ; 41 + M^ TTTTg- 

=7747 47 777: 7 fjft (STOTT f7-11287) 

77TT: 441 Pi 4 i ^ 4#, ipT *7=77 nj 
TTT:-^' 

f^FIT- ^ftsry fTT": -342802 

10, 7J7 #7 377; sftTTT^ TTirg- ^Tr^T 

?T74T 47 77T: ^t.^r.TPT.4H'l41, ^TTSPjr (?T74T f7-11288) 
W: 377^# wrrf^FT %■, 

^frsry fqpr: 342006 

11, 7T7 #4T arra sftTTT^ W WF$r 

=774T 47 7T4: 777 T7 T%tt§- TT7, 4T4) < (=7747 f7-11289) 
477 414140 7 74 044, 77T 74 

47^-7747 < 

f^F7T-41 H I <, ^TTRTTT fqTT -343041 

12, tTT #7 sire 4141^7 TTirg- 

=774T47 777 4I~H4I (=774T fT-1 1235) 
w: ^tsptt fq^O- 7^7 
- 4 |"H 41 

44/Hh - Otf^TTf f^Frr - ttspj?" 

T7TP7T7 f47: - 342 306 

13, 7TT #77 374 ; 41 + M^ ttu4 ^4'^ 

=774T 47 777 47%T (=7747 f7-11237) 
qrrr: 4IMH TTrsof 7^=7777 

3H4444,4744T 

477:- fT%74 44/H"t - TWR 

f^FTT- 41414 n^FSTFT f47: -343 041 

14, T%7#47 374; <04471 ttu4 ^4^ 

SWT 47 TOT: 4-H10, ff4 77^ 7# (=774T f7-10205) 
47T: 377 Tfr % 4747 

TTSTy i I -s, 47TT4), f77T-7TSry 
TR77T7 f47 -342301 

15, 7TT #7 3TT7 41 + M^ TTO7 44'^ 

?T74T 47 777 4^4.0 (?T74T fT-11245) 

77T: 44147 4i4R 
777, 4^4.0, 7?‘0l4-M4 l -K4 
f^FTr-41447 77P7T7 f^:344032 

*77 #7 3741 <04771 TTU4 44^ 

?T74T 47 777 f7714 ^ 477 (?T74T f7-11343) 


16 . 
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Ttsry ttt: 682/12 mmm 3 rm 4 m 
^TF r,44iy 

fmrrmsy ; RmiR fm:342026 

17 TR cfT STT-R TTtrg - mry 

STRTT TT PTF: yR TFpfj", TRy (?1WT y>11315) 
wr: ?Ttrwn37, 

414^1 ym? RmR 1WMH TR, TTSiy 
ImR-RTSy, 

RmTR f^T:342005 

18. #T 3TTT 41tM^ Ty y ^ 

STraT TT TFT: RRy PTR RR (STPTT y>11244) 
wr: TFT RFFT, 104 WPT TT 7 " Rhk tort 
tml Tbr % wr, wpt tp, msry 
f^RT-TTSiy, RfRM f^:342004 

19. tr 3TTT 41 tM 7 Ty ^4^ 

srmTTTPT: 44 414^1 (TPST y>11405) 

TTT: 5-FR-7, ^fr fti 

Tray l^rr-Tray, rftft frr:342005 

20 tr 3 ttt 4ttfp' Tiy spry 

?TM TT TFT: TTffRTTTT (?TF3T fT-1131 9) 

TTT: TTy FT^T, ypT TT % 

/am 14 1 m, sORmmm, Ttsy 
f^rm-TTsy, rrift frr:342027 

21. #T TR 4TTFP r Try ^ry 
TPTrTTTFT: 4M4I.4I (?TWT y>11339) 

WT: ySTT Pm TR, 4M4I.4I 

cyfR- mftrRT 

fsm-mfrr 7 tt 7: TR fm: 343039 

22. rp# r3 ttt41tm 7 y T-y 
my (?iwjs >11173) 

frft my tFttt ,rhip mf, tfr my 
f^FTT —TTTR 1.41 -327001 

23. 

mm (muy >11226) 
tt Ttr, f^Rr y ,mm 
4^4)4 mw 
f^m-mry -313601 

24. ?rlr«^miRTiy 
di4 L Tl£ W ,444y (?TW)p >11263) 
ft Tft m i ft 4 < ^sftm y y 6 
OTm,Ty 

f^n-mry -313001 
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25. Ft#F FTF HfhPFk ttm TFJ 7 ' 

1 m 1 ^, 41~misi (?Trarf7: >11232) 
fd^RF W%T,W^ FT 

f^FTT -4TFTTTT -313803 

26. Fz #F FTF sfhPPk ttm TFJ 7 
£)+Pti (TIFT fF >11238) 
fVcH MM I TJRRFlF , 

4URHI RlH-H I FFTF 
FTFFTTT 

f^FTT -FTFFTTT -327001 

27. FT #F FTF 41 + M^ TTtrg- 
TFFITT (?T1FTfT >11233) 

41 4) "t M F-fl+M RIFT 

FTSPJT [4hM FMRF TTF 

FF ,^"M is 1 

f^FTT-313202 

28. Fz #F FTF 4TFFR TTirg- ^i|i^ 

Dl J fl (STTFTfF >11296) 

cfidFH, 

fFFT-FFFJT -313002 

29. Ft #F FFFT 41 + M^ TTtrg- ^a|^ 
^MmO (STTFTfT >11314) 
FFFTFFTT'f)' 

f^FTT -frrft^t -307001 

30. Jfetf 

fwftFM (?1TFT fT >11311) 

fwftFTR 

d^4lH #F 

f^FTT -F^FFT -305921 

31. FT#F FTF sfhPFk W FFJT, 

TOT FFT (?TTFT fT > 11177) 

«iFS 1 FT, TFF fF % TFT, 
WF’FF, 

FRIT, f^TTT FTTT 
FM: ffpftf, f^F : 325007 

32. ff #f afro 41 +m^ ft Try 

4s Ml STM (fT F-11186) 

FF % H re 


F^RFR-325003 
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33. Rz #4F 3TTT 414IR ttj WJ7, 

Rrt sfffrn- *Rr (srrar 11300) 

114, ?rff'RT*RT, 

Rtf Rrt 

TRT : tt^tktET 

far: 324 007 

34. Rr 4R sftr ^tn^R tR Rry, 

Rswpf rtr ?rrar (sit^t :-11301) 

3T)' L Tlu, L h-4, fR^wr) Rrt 

fRrr Rrt , tpht : 
fRT: 324 010 

35. Rp: #R Rpr 414IR tR WJT, 

4R%t RRt ?TM (?WT :- 11394) 

’RRRrMO, RRtt 4m141, 

4r%jt Rrt 

IrptRrt 

tpht : trrstft , fRr : 324 001 

36. Rz #R 3ira 414IR tR^^pjt 

FJT MjOMMSPT 4p44l44 

stHIrttfftRw, tRttmt£, 4l4MRf^:4-10548) 

Rett — 41414^ 

TPHT - TT^fFSTPT 
Pi 4RR -334001 

37 . Rz tTF 4RRT tR 

4<044 M^IMMSTTF-TSHT 4pNI44 

344pl4 414)44 , Mp44 tRf, RRRr (fp 4-10548) 
fRpT - 4141R 

TPHT - TpsFTSTPT.fRrRR - 334001 

38. Rz #4F 4 tr 4RRT xR 

4 o 14 4 4^IM4£r4F-R4)4 4^4144 
344pl4 414)44, Mp44 TT4, 414IR 
fRpT- 414IR 

TpHT - tt^F4TT, 14 4 415 - 334001 

39. Rr#r Ret 414 ih < tR rrjt 

71744 4)41445^: R-10870) 

R-h iufi RP44, wt’s per Rr, 414 ih t 
fRn- 4l4M^ 

TPHT - ttrpstPT,R44'| ^ - 334001 
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40. 4k 41 +h^ 

414)4)41 41+m< (f? 4- 10644) 

mR")+ MT%, ^WFF 

f^PTT — <=n =h M < 

TT^HT - TT^FKTFT 

14 44 k -334001 

41 4k 4k frwR ttj ^nrp r 

wsft wra (4i"4i) (^4-10548) 

31^-MdH Trnf ?rrar, 4ki^U 
f^fT- 4l4M^ 

TF^T - TF3TP4FT 
PI 44 1 ;i -334001 

42. kz 3k 4k 

sik4)414) 4443nFFR (5^: 4-1 1083) 

4T4T ’trt ^pt srkrFTT % *rm4, 444 tfpr 
fkrr- 414 im4< 

TT^q- - TT^FSTFT 
PI 44k - 335704 

43. 4k #47 4k 4l+i4 

SPT 4 l-Hifl 3TTfTTT (k?pr4 ftqt) (jt: 4-10834) 

Rviiufi RP4i, 3 FW*tfr fk, 4l4i4 
fkrr- 4l4i4 

TT^HT - TT^FSTFT 
1m 44k -334001 

44 . 4k 3 k 4k 4l+i4 
?Tpgr- 4ff (^7:4-10610) 

4k-4tf, ^twf- d?>41"i- 4 hi4m 
fkrr- 41+14 

TT^T - 

fkkk- 334305 

45 . 4k 3k 4k 4k4k w wr^ 

?TraT- 4H4ti (#4 f) ( 5^: 4-10801) 
fkrr- 4l+i4 

tt^t - TT^FKnrT 
fkrkk - 334004 

46. kz 3k 4k 41+i4 

STTW- 544^ (fJ 4-1 1 267) 

tttt.tt^-. 11, 4m H ^ % w, #4 f 

Rfit - kr4 


TT^r - n^STTm 
14 4 4k -331803 
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47 . 4P:#+■ arra 41 +m^ wmtjt 
?TTW-MW" (fF 4-11316) 

TFF- TR’SR" 441PMR4 MFFT % TFT, FM-P/T. 11, 

4wt4 t 

Pi "I I - 4) Ti IH < 

Pm+P -334001 

48. PP: trr 3TTH7 W mtjt 

?WT- 3TRft 465 TFTFTM (fF 4-11346) 

H I *-<t- v M v , 41 °M 4 v 
Pi "I I - 41 + I4 < 

TT^HT - TT^fFSTFT 
pM + P - 334021 

49. 4P:#+■ arra 41+i4^ wmtjt 
?TFTT- PlMM FFT (fF 4-11404) 

*fMFT 44 ft 4t % 4441+, MTJT PI, 41 + m^ 
pFTT - 41 + M 4 

tt^ht - Ti^fFSTFT 
pM + P - 334022 

50. Pjp t+r 4ra 41 +m^ wmtjt 

?TF3T- ?1WI 41 + 1^ (41 + M’I 1441) (fF 4-10164) 

'^PFTT dHK, 41 + M^ 

Ppm- 41+i4^ 

TT^HT - TT3TPSTTT 
pFTMP - 334005 

51. 4^44: 4TO 41 + M^ 

MFsIT- 3TT5J (;JF 4-10519) 

Pf4Pr- +'h 14d, 41 +m^ 

Pfit- 41+i4^ 

TFHT - TTMPTHT 
pFTMHl - 334302 

52. t+r arra 41 +m^ wmtjt 
?TTMT- P7T7T (fF 4-10606) 

Pf4Pr- 4pgr, 41 +m^ 

Ppm- 41+i4^ 

t^ht - 

Pm+P -334801 

53. Pz arra 41 +m^ wmtjt 
?TM- MFFJ (jJF 4-10608) 

Pf4Pr- 4rar, 41+i4^ 

Ppm - 41+14 j 


TT^HT - M^pq-FT 

PPtmIm - 334803 
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54 P ?#47 aira frwR ttj ^rj 7- 

?TF4T- '4TfR^R (f£ 4-10609) 

PF4 4f#7 r % 1 TFT, »l|tli*K, 

4f4Pr- 4rar, #)4H< 

Pi "i i - 4l4M< 

TT^HT - TT^fFKTFT 

Irom-334801 

55. Pt: #47 aira frwR ttj ^rj 7- 
?rraT- sr 4T47 (f? 4-10617) 

4T4T Tf, d$4)"l- 4P3T, 44f4f 

Pftt- 414fP 

TFJ4 - TFJT^TFT 
PffPt - 334804 

56. p£ #47 3447 414M’ 1 Tp -74455 
?FP4T- fmP (^7:4-10618) 
wf44r- 4f4t, 4l4M^ 

Pftt- 4l4M^ 

7THT - TF3TF4FT 
PffPt - 334804 

57. p£ #47 31T47 4l4M^ W74455 

?TP4T- (5^:4-11021) 
wf44r- 414M5 Pftt - 4)4M< 
tt^T - 

Pp47p -334201 

58. Pt: #47 3TFF 4141^ W 747457- 
?FP3T- 4PFT (573 4-11047) 

47T#t 4F4T 4f#r % 1 TPT, 4PF4, 

414T 4TTFF", pF4T - #PtfP 
T^HT _ TTTSfPKTR' 

PffPt - 334202 

59. p£#47 31T47 4l4M^ W4455 

?TF4T- 47t4T 414)41 ( 5 ^ 4-11048) 

5-35, 47F4T 745 P 4 T 4M')41, 4141 •)< 

Pftt - 414M5 ^4774 - tpfrtft 
P 441^ -334003 

60. Pt: #47 4t 47 4l4M^ W 4455 
?FF4T- 4pgT ( 55 : 4-11068) 

4T4T 4F4T, 414 M ^ 

pFTT-#t47pF r 


tttht - tttt^fstTTT 

PFF4T4 - 334803 
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61. ft#f aira41 th ^ wffjt 
?TTFT- ST^FF (JT F-11112) 

<lg4)"l- ^TtTFP", fTFT - ■^TTFT 5 " 

TFHr-FFFFT 

fFFFTT-334001 

62. ft#f sira 41 tif wtfjt 
?TTFT- 44 l?F FF (fT F-11143) 

TT-6, ffr pffp FT % FiFF, 

44I?F FF, FtP FT, 4TTTF 
f^PT- 41 + lF 

tt^ht - tt^f=stFT 
fTFTTT - 334005 

63. fs#f sira 41 tif wpff 

?TF3T- FFTF1F (<JT F-11268) 

FTT F-2, FTTT^jnr ^FTPft, 

FF *tr F 444) + ,Tm FT, 

FFTFIF, 41 + MF f^FTT - 41 + lF 
F^HT - FFP'-TFT, I^FTtT - 334403 

64. FT#F Sira 41 + M^ W^FPjr 
?1TFT-fFF 3Fpf) (fT F-11310) 

44/Hh- FTTT, 4tTFF 

f^PT- 41 + lF 

tt^HT - FFPFFT , f'FFFT - 334202 

65. FT#F STF 4TTTF WFFJT 
?1TFT- ^ffTTF (fT F-11408) 

'-i 414 4 FFF #FTFT, 44414- FI4I44, 4TTTF 

fpFT - 4) °M ip 

TT^HT - FFFTF 

fTFTT? - 334302 

66. FT#F Sira 41+4F FFFFJt 

?TTFT- STUFF FlF, #TFTFFT (fT F-11169) 

6 PFT?F FFT, STUFF FlF, 4tFFTFF 7 ' 
frpT- ^Mftfft 
FTF — tj^f-FFT 
fTFFIT-335001 

67. FT #F sira cfi + IH^ wffjt 

?TTFT- 444 l4) (4 4)lH4o-^) (^T F-11034) 

FF *tr, 444 l4) (4 41044^), 44414- FT^F?T?F, sffFFTFFT 
fFPT - 4144 FFR 


FTF — tj^f-FFT 

fTFFTT - 335062 
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68. #r 4rr frwR ttj ^rj 7- 
?TF4T- ^414.4 (fJ 4-10980) 
wf44r- ^friwp 

f^FTT- 44FTFFK 

TT^HT - Ti^fFSTFT 

fFTTIir - 335022 

69. 4r? #r 4rr #t 94 t w 

?TF4T- (1,^4 i 4rF4qi (26 TTTT^r#)') (fJ 4-11070) 
$TTf tttft 41 wu^ 4iP9-."i. t*tt~ 4rF4n 

i^FTT - 44FTFFF- 
TT^T - TTTP'-TFT 
Ittth: - 335802 

70. #4 3Tra7 4)414^ W^^Tpjr 

?TF4T- tt snr 4#t, wnjr ?t-11168) 

4fnrr mP-hj, TTT'TT’ 
f4rr- 44FTFfrR 

- 7T5F=TTT 
fFTTTT-335041 

71 T%£ #T 3Tnn 4)414^ W^^Tpjr 

?tftt- tt stft 441, 41twjf: (fr 4-11111 ) 
tftt tttt % tft, 4t4TFFTT 4r, 
14 ftT- 44FTFTTT 

T^HT - ^TTPTTT 
1944)4 -335073 

72. 4rs tr 4fr flrFF" 4 t w$y 

?TFTT- 9p44 Tl4, 4)4tFFT t (5^4-10144) 
28tt, TfsTT tt4, 414TFFR 
f4rr- 44FTFTTR 

TT^HT - TT^fFSTTT 
1944)4 -335001 

73 #T TTT 4)414^ TTJ^FT^" 

?tf4t- tsft f4r 4tr, 44 ftffr (fr 4-10986) 

TT 4)4 T 444)4, 4144M4T 

f^FTT - 44FTI4 j K 

TT^HT - TT^FSTFT 

1944)4 -335001 

74. 4z #T 4fr 41414^ 

?tf4t-19 4t, #4nTTTR (fr 4-11110) 

TTT+TFT- 19 4t, 444)4- 414TFFR 

f4rr- 44 fim4t 


TT^HT - TT3F=4TT 

1944 1 4 -335038 
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75 . aira 41 +ih^ 

?tt4t- 4=1 sm 44r, 4-11269) 

41-2, Tt sm 441 *4 % 4m4, sejw 44, 4rf47PH4 

TT^HT - TT^FSTFT 

f4r#g -335051 

76. 4zfr7 414 4 )tm^ 

?tt4t- ^tr^TFft, MIh-mmh J (fS 4-11251) 

3TTT '-MMd 441, 4)+AMl4), d^4)H- TRf4?pHR 
TT^r _ TT^PSTTT 

1MHT4 -335051 

77 . 4r? #4 4ra 4 )tm^ 

?wr- 4444 (f^: 4-11286) 

4T 3TfT 4 4444 4 t4, ?T1|T 

f^TT- #4 tTETT4 
4"32T — 434 5 T4T 

14t44 -335037 

78. 44 t^T 4f4 4)444 W 75FPJT 

?TT4T- H=MI 44), 44FW4 (^744-11 393) 

'jT4T 4. 36, S4T 441, 444T 441, dyPllH- WTETT 
f44T — 44FT F44 
TT7HT - 4^fFSTET 
4 h 44 -335707 

79 4fe t^r 4i4i 41 +m^w^ft^t 

?TT4T- ^j!4 44f7, 4P4T 4-11252) 
f44T- 

TT7HT - 434 5 -TTT 

frr44 - 335501 

80. 4Z 4tt 4ra 41 tM^ W7^t^t 

?TT4T- f4?T4J4, (^74 4-11253) 

h4)m 4141 4^t fe, f4?Frj4, 14 ^hki 

f44T- 

TT7HT - TTT^PSTET 
fTTTTf - 334302 

81. #T7 4fT7 4kMH^ 

?TT4T- f4rpf1 4-1 1256) 

’J^PT 49FT 4 f4rr4l, M^41 h- 4P4T 

f44T-^R4E4 

TT7HT - G^fstFT 

iMH44 -335503 
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82. 4r7#4 374 frwR ttj ^rj 7- 

STOTT- 4#T, (54 4-11264) 

r|g4)"1- Pi^T) 

f^FTT- 

TFHT - 774T4T4 
Pl44 1 4 -335063 

83. *47 #4 374 41+m^ 

STTW-447^-5, 4t?4 (^4 4-11270) 

4477 4. 5, 445 ^477 tt 441 % 4m4 ,4147 

f^m- 

TT^HT - TT^FSTFT 
Pi 4 4 1 4 - 335523 

84. #4 4i4i 41414 ^ w ^Fry 

9TF7T- #4 44 ?ttw, '-1)4)441 (^73 4-11271) 
'J4FT4. 15, 16, 17, #44|4, 

4 I"4114' 4 ) 4 , '-114)44 I 

f44T- 444l44.ti 
TT^HT - 74^^74 
Pl44 l ^ — 335803 

85. ^4 #4 4f4 41414^ W 44^" 

9TF7T- TT4T 4T4 77?T4, ^ 44.^ (f4 4-10813) 
^.44.<S 447 4t4 77?FT 
f44T- 4)441447 
tt^HT - tt^fstFT 
Pi 4 4 1 ~S - 335804 

86. ^24 #4 4f4 4)414^ W 

9TF7T- U^-Pl'-Du^, 714i4l4l (J74-10817) 
4^41 h- 47444 
f44T- 4)441447 
7477 - 744=414 

Pi 4 4 1 4 - 335804 

87. ^24 #4 344 4)414^ W 44^" 

?T47T- 744J7T, ^TT444 (f7 4-11372) 
447+444- 744)1,71, 4^41H- 4477 
f^TT - fOJ4T444 
74?4 - 7T4474T 
Pi 4 4 1 4 - 335523 

88. ^24 #4 344 4)414 ^ 44[y 

stptt- 12 ^'-1)44-4 14 mi) (f4 4-11373) 
447 + 444 - 12 sH'-TH-h (4rnr4fr), 4^41 h- 4477 
1447-4541444 
TT^HT - TT^fFSTT4 
Pi 4 4 1 4 - 335504 
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89. #3 #4 #4 4141# 

43pTT4T4', 4T44J3, 434T ,?TWT4#'-11242 
43ST TTPTTTT, ’3TT3 443-102, 

4TTrp r , i ^TT,f%n‘-801503 

90. 

#4 4T4, ?TPgr 444-111 64 
443-906, #?T4 #4 

4144 #44 44 % H441t, 4433- TPTpRTPPr 7 

1%F--821305 

91 #3 #4 #4 4141# 

H Itt?| #43-49( 444-H 0HI), 4444 444-11218 
7f44 3#, 4T4-H #TT 

4433-49, HItt?|, I^TT#^ 443 
4c4T4#T -201310 

92. #3 % #4 #44# Pf 4473 

4 1 +"41, 444453 , ?wr 444 - 1121 3 
#f3 443-480, "OTT #43-22 
344# 34^3 3#4 4HHH+4, 

T4TT #f#4, 44###, 

41+#, ^TR'^T^y, 41 KHO si-831001 

93 #3 #4 34# 41 + 1 # 

443T3T#t, 3f# ,?TraT444-11178 
#[3 443-280, 4T43 4T3 
’JTPTr ^lOdM #4, 443T3T#t, 

^Nt, fTK^J^-834001 

94 #3 % 34 # #rm 473 - w*y 
4 IrMH M ,?rra4 444-1 1243 
4T#3ps4T 11, 44#f #4 

7J4 4ll#4 f% 43 % l rPT(4lf5H4H 4#4) 

#33-4 I4H4 M,f#4T 'jfsPTPTT 
#444-141120 

95 . #3 #4 34# 41 + 1 # TTW^FTJT 

W?J, ?rprr 444-11257 
44# 3#t % 4TT4, 4#4iiS #4 
##3- W, i#4T-##l# 

#444-140301 

#3 #4 3447# + !# #74 44'^ 

433 4) tt? | ! ?iwT444-11273 
#4 3143, #-5, #33Tp44-1 

433 4T44T, f#4 - #44" 474 343 


96. 
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RtR 7T%9T-201301 

97. TTW^FT^" 

' L fi ri 1 -h rfl, ?iwr 4^-11141 
?ft^TT if?FT,fRT Rf ’141 '\$\ 

HTf 

1%p--843302 

98. % afro sfhFFfT 

fTTT, H^lRK ?1TOT 4TR-11225 

TTrfnfnfr ttr- fM^T 

h41rk, #TM7, f%T T -824303 

99 . ?%2:t4T3Tre4l4M^ TTW^Fnj^ 

?\pm, rrt- 5 ,?rrar 4^-11280 

sfiTFTT TTRTT ■’IT, TR ftp 
RRT-5, pRM, fft4FTT- 122001 

100. ^INrsTre^T^T 

Tjsftft ^TTR, 91WT^R-11277 
^T-13/57, RR, TRfhO RT, 

110027 

101. % 3TTO #4rFR Tiw 
pFRFTT 7T3R, 9TWr^R-11284 
tt-330,^ i=h w, R=r f^ft-l10009 

102. % sfhi fhFFk 

m ?T 16(tt), i+,7i4NK , ?1WT4?R-11250 

wTIttr- 35 4" 36, pT TT#p 

4T?-I, RRX16(tt), iidiNK, ff^TFn 

103. % 3TTO fhFFtT TTp-^njr 
RRX-49, H Itr 1, ?nRT4?R-11218 

'’TT, TTR-^TRiT, 

RRX-49, RTITT f^FTT 4^RIT fS W 

104. % 3TFR fhFT%T TTW^Frp" 

’flrnTpr, ?Tpgr^R-11358 

7, 41H41 li.'HH, 

’ftWJTT, TT 110034 

105 . ^t^sirofrwF TTw^Fnp 
RRT 49-tt ?nRT r?- 11285 
far ^R-7,RRX49 -tt 

106. % afro fhFFk Tip-^Fnp 

?rrar^R-11279 
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wftTTTR-32, ETE SFf?TTET % TFT, 

TfK, y-PAIluil 

107. #E 3PF ^TEFF ttuzefpjf 

, STFET ETE-11278 

EFTOft TI4-H44, 1 JEE EE % EFT(EE EE) 
E^ETT TfE, fEREft, EPETET 

108. EEfEETE^lTM^ 

Iwrr , ?TFETETE-11283 
WR FETE EE % EFTE, 
t’JTlE, PFEI,?!P4I u II 

109. #E 3EE ^TEFH TR EEJF 
HH=H , SWT ETE-11261 
Tjcqj HNI, E^ETJT REP E EFT, 

ETfETE, EE fm, WET, ePeTET 

HO. #E EPE ^TEFH FE EEy 

fSFEE , 9TFETETE-11438 
Hl4cfl EFEEE, EETETp IH u.E-22, 

ETE EFT EE, f?FEET, ffETE EE?T- 171009 

HE E!Z ^E ETE ^tEFF" RE EE'JE 

EFEZqrEEET-l EEEEFTT, EP3T ETE-11410 
^TTTE- 364, EEEEE RE-1, EtEETE 1-700064 

112. #E ETE cReTET Pf EEJF 
ETfE^rr, ?teet ETE-11411 

192, ETEEE fTp" EE,EEE EE, ETfF^rr 
EFFT Pt ffpE ETEpTE E PPFZ, Ef^FT EETE 
EFTETET- 700063 

113. *EE#EETe41tM^ ttueee^f 
ERsFEEJf , ?TFETETE-11413 
ER EEf- 306/1 710/4017 
EpET PFEWfr EE, 

f%E INK E fEET , 5EE?ET 

114 . Pz tE ETE PPfEEF FE EEJF 

SFfPl EFlf.-2, EEEE, ?TTET ETZ-11194 
?1TE EET-6,7, IH i\ 9, EEIfPfE EPEE 
E’JFRET EFT, E"TPm, EEEE-226020 

115 . Pz tE ETE #EFP- TTOE EE^f 

sHFe ETEf.-5,EtEEFTT, ?TTET ETE-11320 
EEE EE, TTE.TTE.TtZ, EFTE1ET -700001 
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116. *%3 tM 3)TM tlMFM TTOMMMJ3 
MMTmMMI, siM MM-10876 
^4 M3, Sfi^Tr w 

tit, Mf ftMfl-110060 

117. *%3 % 3TTO tlMFM TTUMMMJ3 

4141'll 41 f^Mff , STMT MM-10648 
41-4/90, Hi 4)4 M3, MMT3 mMt 
fM4l-110001 

118 M3 tM 3TTM 4tMFP r 

MspMl M4l fM41, ?TP3T MM-10838 
MM 41, 1/3, 4 mt441, 

HKI4 U II MMMTM M3 , 

4M-ll,M#ftMfl-110028 

119. M3 tM 3TTM tlMFM TM MMJ3 

^IMM, 4mm-49, ?tfmtmM- 1 1318 
MOM MPT M4T-90.91, f44t MMRM 
4 mm- 49, TfMTM -122018 

120. M3 tM 4M 41MFM ttom MMJ3 
mfMM mm , ?rrarMM-11342 
41-81, Mr MM3, 

4 h 41 4 mm, fM41-i 10017 

121. M3 tM 3TTM tlMFM TM MMJ3 

t?n4l, ?TP3T MM-11419 

MT3 tMT-26, ?JMf +Pl'4 3MM, 

MMM-4, t?TT4l 

122. M3 tM tfM tlMFM TM MMJ3 
14 mmm mMmt, mfmt, mfmt MM-11445 
MT3 4^-04, 4MM-05,3TTMFT fMMFT 414141, 

14mmt mmmt 4m, 

STFPT, 3FM 3M?T-282007 

123. M3 tM 3TTM tlMFM TM 
4MTJ7, ?TF3T MM-11359 
TMMFTMTMT, MMFTM, 

tlMrftl m44m m Mm3, 

4141 TM, 4MTJ3-261001 

124. M3 tM 3TTM tlMFM TM MMJ3 

4141 414)4), MtMTRFT , ?TTMT MM-11324 
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41-122,41.41.41414), 4pp- ^Trftrr pht, 

tka mm, TTTfr-800020 

125. *fe#4 3)TO41 + I^H TTW^njr 

4^4^ , ?1WTTT^-11406 

TTFT p4 TfTJ- 4^T^,4TTT- h4)H4G 
WEPT- 4^T5, 4PMMK-824301 

126. % 3TFF #4HT TIW WF^ 

'JTFFTJT tTT ?rpgr, ?1WT 41^-11414 
WHFT 4pP", STR^tWTiT fte, 
f^pgrfjr, Tppfl^PF-S, WFPJT- 812001 

127. % 3TTT fpFFP W W*Y 

fPT TT?, sn4srr, 9JWI TT^-11172 
75, 4TR, 

ipT^pg-, ^fFTSTT-144001 

128. ^ % 3TFF14hFFlT Tiw^njT 

ipTFJT 4-04414, 41?; 141,9TPTT TT^-11322 
TpT GT, g^TTJT p4=T ^pt, 
f4pT -4 tzt4t- 140901 

129. % 4fa 4hFFlT TTW^pnjT 
Tf 4PT , ?1WT 41^-11335 
np 41 4 p4 4 Pppe:, 

4pt?t *ptt, 'Tprfpr, 

-MI ui 1-123001 

130. % 3TTT 44rpp" W ^FTJT 
%apr , ?WT 4^-11384 

fPSPT TT3\ %«FT, <;Pai PI 1-136027 

131 4fe#4T4rT4)+MJ TTw^pnjr 

, ?TraTTT^-11440 

stfft 4f4r 4 Per:, 

>PT4l4ns-, tpft, ^PaipiM23501 

132. *fe#4 3)TO4l4M< TTW^pnjr 

4M|4k, ?1WT 41^-11412 
UTU4 4m 4, '♦TTPPTOr, 

4MI4P, 311PS-H1-756001 

133. ^zt4T3TrT4l + M^ TTW^pnjT 

TSPPTT, 4H4MI, ?1WT 4TC-11433 
271 tt, u h u 4 41 4 pt Tr?, 

pP^tt 44r Pr?FT4 PPr, thtm 1-700047 
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134. ^ 


135. 


136. f^r 


137. 4TOTT 


138. 

I'.'isnrsnr 
?TTTOT 44^ 


139. W 


140. ■*-! 


141. 


142. arrt^TFTTf 


#3: % #17 ^£r, 9TF3T 
4"]#? f#3 #1WI TOT #T 
TOJT TOTTO# TO 34 574242 

#3: % #17 #JT, ?JTOTTOT TOITOT, 

#R4d4 TO TOP" ## 4TOTOTT, 

^frorr, TpTTOTOT 574238 

#3: % #17 ^£r, f#TO 9TF3T, 

2-387 (24), f#T #" T# TOTOT 4I#(4H 
TOTOft % TOTTTO 
f%T 574243 

#3: % #17 %T, TO?TO TOITOT, 

iuiu- 4 i j.-jbTTTTO 37TOf TOT TOT 44 M 1-574221 

# 3 : #4 #17 #gr, 

###4 TOTTOTOTi ?TTTOT, 

tot^f, 2-12/6, f^TOro, 

RR41 tof totot tot 

Wjr 575006 

#3: #TO 3TFI7 ^T, TOTFITO TOTOT, 

443414 4lH44 M'RtR TOT TO?, 

TOTTTTO TOTO7T 41^41 577123 

#3: #TO #17 ^T, TOTOFF ?TTTOT, 

TOTT ’JTOT #fro iH4T TOTTO 

TOTTOF TPTO, 434 M 57423 

#3: % #17 ^r, toRtofto ?tttot, 

TOTO 4FH4H, T JTOTOTO| TOfTOTTO' 4# 

#r TOTO grjr TOFTTOT, ’jrjr 574202 

T%3T #4 #17 %T, ##TOTT§ 9TTTOT 
TTPT TOFTOT TOTT TO? TOFT 3444F4I4, 

U#RTT TOTOTOT 574239 

# 3 : % #17 ?n#m mi toft# toftot, 
TT snf ft TOTTOT TO? TOT# TOF ftfWy, 
Rf^TTOJT 577102 


143. TO## TO? 
414# 
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144. 1 ’,'H .'Sft. 71 s 


145. 4 ME. FW 


146. T ETE^ r ?TWT‘ 


147. 


148. till*! i ?IM 


149. 4r4*HMl 


150. 


151. qH41s 


152. W 


153. 


154. 3rrf$pp> 


*%z % 3TTT 3gr, owf)- ?rpgr 

f^TT u~H4 %FT TIH4 % FFFI 
# proft W 575,003 

#47 3TTT #gr, 

dNK FWf#f?FFp- siM 
08262-23937300 5771 01 

#47 3TTT #gr, 

4NE^ F447 PifcFigG 
TT#pgr pfhrr 

P4>44^E P4>44^ 577101 

% 3447 #gT, fpHPTpFf ?TE4T, 
7T5# hR>e R^iRig(# tttt# 1 ) 
4 #°TT PTFI 47 , f%WFJ7 fSpr 57712O 

#47 3447 #gT, 4M4I ?TE4T, 

FET 44 47FP4 ZEE 1 " gw w 4IH4I 
gRjR pTgrp thoi 577124 

*%Z % 3447 #gr, WWFTT 9TT>gT, 

4ET 144144 4^414 47?#fTFTT 
fFET 573202 

*£z % 344 ; #gr, 

4H4sD ?IE4T, WFT No.529, 

444^) 4FT4 4EZ 41^4 fpF#, 
3F4Fg4 41^41, fEFT f#FT, 
fFET 573113 

*£z #47 344 ; #gg, ph41| ?te4t, 
W4T4 42/1 H44Re-^ FZ pH#)p 
4g y ttfjtt, fet Pipi pH41s 
573121 

*£z % 344 ; #gr, gfT stett, 

4P-M 4WgfT 573118 

*%Z #47 3TTF7 #gg, ^=4 IH ?TE4T, 

4T4 H 4 14 4 TO 4=4 H 

s 

4TT 3#r 4EZ gwTF 573102 

S 

FZ #47 3TTF7 #gz 3Rf$Ep| ?TF4T, 

^"1 44 ill v WF ^47 
4 "414 #rz, fFET, fFET 573201 
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155. ^ % 4T41 4?^ 44^ ?1TOT, 

744^" f^qrpjr |g7R 
^44 444T 4?p4 W %^[4 573115 

156. fMHwPT -&z % afra ^?gr 

^ f^Fft f^STR g^SIT ?1WT, 

4~H4 4 mR>h % f?FR: RlRRsn^ftsiT 
4t.tt4. wpr, 3hR)+R 573103 


157. ^mk STMT *44 #4 3447 ^frgr, 

WRW1 . ^ pr 

" 3T44T4TCT, ^STIT '444 4.347. ^TW^T 
WT7WT fFT4 573116 

158. ^# 473447 #?^, 4T4T 4 354, 

444 sffr 4P4: 4ft4 M l$"4) 

444^444441 

*\ 

159. 47P§ STW^p- ?%?: #47 344 ; #?gr, 

47P§ arwrp' ?TT4T -H Pm '-dH I '’IT, 

573102 


160. 


161. ^ 


162. 


163. 


% 3447 ^gr, 

47444 ?TP4T, tpffa/ 1443 / IF, 

1 4f^r 4f 

4i m^\ ^ir 47474 581320 

% 3447 ^T, tgg - ?TT4T, 

4T 3T4T 4f^4 4T4 % 4T4 44 714 

tgjr 574102 

% 3447 ^gr, 44r|?rrai, 

TFT 47: -=hi'H44, u hih 66, 

44^ d 1^414 44if 576231 

747 : % 3447 #gg-, 4 t£ 1 ?irai, 

1 4f^r ft#, 4 W 4 fw 4414, 
TTT# 581348 


164. 4441^1 TT4 Tfe % 344 ; ^gr, 

■=h=ii 4) n^sTrai, 
h R i-t- 41 

444cfl -+,iH44, 4441^)1 744 
Iwfl 581401 
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165. Rz % step REpif ?rrar, 

T 7 TOTT H 446 4t ^ < PT=fsI Ti'H+4, 
to# -nr, Reft? 581326 


166. RrpTFT % afra ^T, RtP.4 rt ?wt, 

#nTO 4-59 / 4 t, TTOT TOT, 

+-4if) ttTt / ifrfh RiPaie i - 576210 
41^41 tR-RetT: Hf# RiPaiih 576210 


167. 4TTOTOT Rz % arra ^T, TOITOTOT smt, 

TO&41441 + HH44, 

4 t froroft 0444 RfP" % topht 
4i-P toitotot 

j^FJT TOITOTOT - 576222 

168. ^^ReTET Re % 3THR #fjr, 4R1MM ?TETO\ 

4'^icD RdH totottot 
pRimh- 'em fm, 
f 'HP" 4RiMM -576104 


169. 4'41=1 H I 
?iwr 


170. RpHdl 
?1WI 


Rt % 3TEE R?JT, dOldl-tl ?TE7T 
41444 14 4) 4^414 TOET 
'I'jUdMi, 4 — i# i TOEJTOT, Ri" iI:I 4 4 

Rt % 3TEE ^T, 41 Rt 4 4 I ?TE7T 

toRt to# Rn 

■U -H M M IH cfl-g Pi <4 41 , ffRp; dl'i'M 
RETT 4 14 TOP 577530 


171. 3434 - 114 - 0 ) Re Re stop Rj?", 

?iwi 3434 -04-41 ?Tpgr 

illP'Pldcfl 4^414 TO 
TO'TTOJT TFJTT, Rd^O - 577535 


172. 4 4-14 0 ?teto Re Re Oee Rj?-, 

44-14 0 ?1WI, 41444144) 4^414 TO 

44444-01 dl'i+l, 

Rett : 4mtoP-583131 

173. T'sHdl^. Re Re 3TEE Rj^", T4H4E1 ^FETO 

TOETO TOTOTOET RPOl, sRtRt RfR % pth, 

7S-41 '1., 4AI 041 ■•-4 44 "41 4 1 , 

4—110 Pi —i i 

174. SfWI™- Rt%RttoR^, ^jf^TOTO 

R4I44 R"TO RPOl, li^U'iU- 
s —i-*11 TEJTi, 4—110 P —11 
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175. 

?rrar 


176. f^rm^CT 

?rrar 


177. 

stptt 


178. 44444477 

STFTTT 


179. 

stfttt stmt 


180. -M ^ I ^Tl ■* IH -H H 
stptt 


18i. +i4414l u n 

?TFTT 


182. WTTf 

?tptt 


183. TFT ?PTT 


184. ^T- 
^FFT 

nr, 

185. 414141, 
4""i i 4 


#T 3TTT7 4?^, 

TTFTff ?rrar 
TTTR PPsFI, 4 + M£$, 

JS"l4 r||fJ5j|, 4 ""II 4 Pi "t I 

#T 3TTT7 4?^, 

Prtfttr ?rrar 

sR'iigs441 rii, 4 rm t 14 Pftt 

FTT #T 3TTT7 4?^, 

^44g^41 ?tptt, Fgnr w 
^H g""!!, fFTTTFJT, 

4""ii4 Pi "l l 

% 3TPT7 4?^, 

FT 4. OlTf^ 4ff4r TMlis!, 
4I4 I 44"’ 1 -fFT4 ; ?t44- 581110 

% TTT 4?^, 

STRATI R^tejT TTT TTF 
ttt ^4 TTir, 4 "1414 - 580008 

4rr #t ttt 4?jf 

TFT: W#TT%Fr, 

ffp", Pttff 

T%T #T TTT 4?^, 

TFT: TTT^TIT'TT, 

tfr, fswm 
% ttt ^r, 

TTT rFT, 4t FTTfTSFR" TFH44, 
FT 414 % TFT, T4"H'^ FT, 
TTTTJF T>TWJT 

T%T #T TTT 4?^, 

1 HTTT. 4, TF^TT, 

9,419441 FT f % TFT, TFT 

FTT #T TTT ^T, 

TT. TfF gr^pFT FT, 

4-11/l 

FT #T TTT ^T, 

TTF+I"tl4l TTFT, 

43tt, 4tTTT 4. 7382, TFT 4 t, 

TTF 4M141, 4""i 14 - 583101 

ft #r ttt %r, 

*t 4 f^FFT TTST, 4t 5FTT, 

4444 fFFTFTF, 4"1414 


186. H44? STTFT 
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187. TTTFT'fr 

$TPTT ##126, TRTR 

4H4IP - 591123 


188. o"H eft 77R 
?TPTT 


% 3TTT ^T, 

c/o TR^f ?rrar, 

TR^f, TRR - 590023 


189. 4 gi<j 1 ?iwr *£7 % stpt; 

fr£?T , 

d-RIP - 4 PH+ 14 TR, 

tfR^t-591129 


190. 47TO TTfmspR' 

sHR TI4^4, T 5 R RT,32 TT 
sRPf TR/TfRI RR+MTMI 
frr^R-700001 

TI "Hi MI (f^RT)-Tf$RT RTFT(RR) 

191 ?1WTRSPT 

*R%3PBtRRR 
RT^(4RRpRR)?R3T(21929) 
~NKGM,'M<f)4> RRTfRFT, 
jfpft '’TIT, rR 

fR tR-203207(RR: 0120-2662150) 

4l R^sl RR(1RrT)-Rrrr R?T(RR) 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 14th March, 2017 

S.O. 1295. —In pursuance of sub-rule(4) of rule 10 of the Official Languages (use for official purpose of the 
union) Rules, 1976,the Central Government, hereby notified the listed branches/offices of the following banks in the 
attached annexure, more than 80% of the staff whereof have acquired the working knowledge of hindi. 


Serial No. 

Name of the Banks 

Number of Branches/offices 

1. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

133 

2. 

State Bank of Mysore 

56 

3. 

State Bank of Hyderabad 

02 


Total 

191 


[F.No. 11016/1/2015 -OL(Noti.)] 
RAJIV KUMAR, Assistant Director(OL) 
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List of Branches/Offices to be notified under Rule 10(4) in the Gazette of Government of India 

1. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Vidyadhar Nagar Branch (Branch code-10763) 

1/38 Vidyadhar Nagar, Jaipur -302039 
Rajasthan 

2. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

P.W.D Complex Branch (Branch Code- 10820) 

Jacob Road, Jaipur-302006 
Rajasthan 

3. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sikar Road Branch (Branch Code-11154) 

Plot No-1, Shanti Ashiatic School 
Suncity Township 
Sikar Road, Jaipur - 302013 
Rajasthan 

4. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Brahampuri Branch (Branch Code-10761) 

Sita Ram Bazar 

Brahampuri Jaipur-302002 
Rajasthan 

5. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Central spine (Branch code-10861) 

A-9 Ganesham Plaza 

Didyadhar Nagar, Jaipur-302039, Rajasthan 

6. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Rajdhani Krishi Upaj Mandi Branch (Branch code- 10978) 

Rajdhani krishi upaj Mandi 
Jaipur-302013, Rajasthan 

7. State Bank Of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Johari Bazar Branch (Branch Code- 10029) 

Abobe Shop Number-245 to 248,1st floor 
Johari Bazar 

Jaipur-302003, Rajasthan 

8. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : MITHODA 

Address : Gram Panchayat Bhawan 
Panchayat Samiti, Siwana 
Post - Mithoda Distt. Barmer 
Rajasthan PIN—344801 

9. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch: LUNI 

Address : Devasiyo Ki Gali, 

Main Station Road 

Post- Luni District-Jodhpur 

PIN-342802 

10. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : B.J.S COLONY, JODHPUR 
Address : RTO Crossing Road, B.J.S. Colony 
Jodhpur PIN -342006 
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11. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : NEW BUS STAND ROAD, SANCHORE 

Address : Godavari Complex 

New Bus Stand Road, Post - Sanchore 

Distt. - Jalore, Rajasthan PIN -343041 

12. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : BALARWA 

Address : Jodhpur Tiwri Main Road 
Bus Stand, Post - Balarwa 
Tehsil - Osian, Distt. - Jodhpur 
Rajasthan PIN - 342 306 

13. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : PATHMERA 

Address : Shri Gopal Goverdhan Gaushala, 
Anandvan , Pathmera Post - Hadetar 
Tehsil - Sanchore 

Distt. Jalore Rajasthan PIN - 343 041 

14. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : PHALODI K.U.M 
Address : Opp. Krishi Upaj Mandi 
Jodhpur Road 

Phalodi Distt. Jodhpur 
Rajasthan PIN - 342 301 

15. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : SARWADI 

Address : Panchayat Samiti 
Post - Sarwadi, Tehsil - Pachpadra 
Distt. Barmer, Rajasthan PIN - 344 032 
PIN -342041 

16. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : HANSLAV KI PAL, JODHPUR 
Address : 682/12 Near Satelite Hospital 
Hanslav Ki Pal, Nayapura 

Distt. Jodhpur 
Rajasthan PIN - 342026 

17. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : AIIMS BASNI, JODHPUR 
Address : SHOP No 37 

Basni Transport Nagar 
Main Salawas Road 
Distt. Jodhpur 
Rajasthan PIN - 342005 

18. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : JODHPUR PRATAP NAGAR 
Address : Om Satyam, 

104 Pratap Nagar Extension 
Near Tempo Stand, Pratap Nagar, 

Jodhpur Distt. Jodhpur 
Rajasthan PIN - 342004 

19. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : KUDI BAGATASNI 
Address : 5-H-7, Kudi Housing Board 
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Jodhpur Distt. Jodhpur 

Rajasthan PIN - 342005 

20. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : DANGIYAWAS 

Address : Jaipur Highway, Near Petrol Pump 

Hemanada Area, Dangiawas 

Distt. Jodhpur 

Rajasthan PIN - 342027 

21. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Branch : MALWARA 

Address : Sundha Mata Road 

Malwara, Tehsil- Raniwara 

Distt. Jalore 

Rajasthan PIN - 343039 

22. 

State Bank Of Bikaner and jaipur 

DANPUR (Branch Code:-l 1173) 

Address : GHORI TEJPUR CHOURAHA , 

RATLAM ROAD, Post: DANPUR 

Distt: BAANSWADA -327001, Rajasthan 

23. 

State Bank Of Bikaner and Jaipur 

KHERODA (Branch Code:-11226) 

Address : 

BUS STAND .BHINDER ROAD .KHERODA 

TEHSIL: VALLABHNAGAR 

Distt: Udaipur -313601, Rajasthan 

24. 

State Bank Of Bikaner and Jaipur 

TRANSPORT NAGAR.UDAIPUR (Branch Code:-l 1263) 
Address : 

DC TAK COMPUND.ADARSH NAGAR.NH76 

Pratap Nagar.Udaipur 

Distt: Udaipur -313001 

25. 

State Bank Of Bikaner and Jaipur 

RAIPUR.BHILWARA (Branch Code:-l 1232) 

Address : 

HARIOM COMPLEX.GANGAPUR ROAD 

RAIPUR 

Distt: BHILWARA -313803 

26 

State Bank Of Bikaner and Jaipur 

THIKARIYA (Branch Code:-l 1238) 

Address : 

SILVER PLAZA COMPLEX, 

NEAR VEERANGANA TALKIES 

DAHOD ROAD .BANSWARA 

Distt: BANSWARA -327001, Rajasthan 

27. 

State Bank of Bikaner and jaipur 

DELWARA (Branch Code:-l 1233) 

Address : 

MOTILAL KHATIKAN NIWAS 

NEAR JODHPUR MISHTHAN, 

BUS STAND,DELWARA 

Distt: RAJSAMAND -313202, Rajasthan 
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28. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

TITARDI (Branch Code:-11296) 

Address : 

TITARDI 

Distt: Udaipur -313002, Rajasthan 

29. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

VELANGARI (Branch Code:-l 1314) 

Address : 

MAIN ROAD VELANGARI 

Distt: SIROHI -307001, Rajasthan 

30. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

PIPLINAGAR (Branch Code:-l 1311) 

Address : 

PIPLINAGAR 

TEHSIL: BHIM 

Distt: RAJSAMAND -305921, 

Rajasthan 

31. 

STATE BANK OF BIKANER & JAIPUR 
CHHABRA ROAD,NEAR GANESH KUNJ, (11177) 
BAPAWAR KALAN, TEHSIL- SANGOD, 

DIST- KOTA 

STATE- RAJASTHAN 

PIN : 325007 

32. 

STATE BANK OF BIKANER & JAIPUR 

NEAR BUS STAND, MANDANA (11186) 

DIST- KOTA 

STATE- RAJASTHAN 

PIN : 325003 

33. 

STATE BANK OF BIKANER & JAIPUR 

114, FURNITURE MARKET, 

SHOPING CENTRE, KOTA (11300) 

DIST- KOTA 

STATE- RAJASTHAN 

PIN: 324 007 

34. 

STATE BANK OF BIKANER & JAIPUR 

OCF-4, VISHWAKARMA NAGAR, KOTA, (11301) 
DIST- KOTA 

STATE- RAJASTHAN 

PIN: 324 010 

35. 

STATE BANK OF BIKANER & JAIPUR 

PLOT NO. 10, GAUTAM COLONY, (11394) 
BORKHEDA KOTA, DIST- KOTA 

STATE- RAJASTHAN 

PIN: 324 001 

36. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

DGM Secretariat, CODE-10548 

Zonal Office, Public Park, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 334001 
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37. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

AGM-I Secretariat, CODE-10548 

Zonal Office, Public Park, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode-334001 

38. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

AGM-II Secretariat, CODE-10548 

Zonal Office, Public Park, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode-334001 

39. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

RASMECCC Bikaner, CODE-10870 

Binnani Building, Alakh Sagar Road, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode-334001 

40. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

CCPC Bikaner, CODE-10644 

Public Park, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State-Rajasthan, Pincode-334001 

41. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Currency Administration Cell (CAC) Bikaner, CODE-10548 
Hospital Road Branch, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode-334001 

42. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

RCPC SRI BIJEYNAGAR, CODE-11083 

Opp. Dada Pampa Ram Dharmashala, Sri Ganganagar 
District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 335704 

43. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

STATIONERY DEPOT, BIKANER, CODE-10834 

Binnani Building, Alakh Sagar Road, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 334001 

44. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - GODU, CODE-10610 

Vill- Godu, PO- Bajju, Tehsil- Kolayat 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 334305 

45. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - LALGARH (BIKANER), 

CODE-10801 District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 334004 

46. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - GHOOMCHAKKAR, 
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SRI DUNGARGARH, CODE-11267 

NH-11, Momasar Baas, 

Near Ghoomchakkar, Sri Dungargarh 
District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 331803 

47. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RAISAR, CODE-11316 

PO- Naurangdesar, 

Nr Marudhar Engineering College, 

NH-11, Jaipur Rd. 

District - Bikaner, State - Rajasthan 
Pincode- 334001 

48. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RD 465 DAMOLAI, CODE-11346 
PO- Raner, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 334021 

49. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - TILAK NAGAR, CODE-11404 
Near Subhash Petrol Pump, 

Jaipur Road, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334022 

50. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BIKANER CITY, CODE-10164 
Bhujiya Bajar, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334005 

51. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - JHAJHU, CODE-10519 

Tehsil- Kolayat 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334302 

52. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - SOORPURA, CODE-10606 

Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334801 

53. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - JANGLOO, CODE-10608 

Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan.Pincode- 334803 

54. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BHAMATSAR, CODE-10609 

Near Shiv Mandir, Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 
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State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334801 

55. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - DHARNOKE, CODE-10617 

Via Panchoo, Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334804 

56. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - DHINGSARI, CODE-10618 

Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Raj asthan.Pincode- 334804 

57. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RAMSAR, CODE-11021 

Tehsil- Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334201 

58. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - SINTHAL, CODE-11047 

Near Kami Mata Mandir, Sinthal, 

Via Napasar, District - Bikaner 

State - Raj asthan.Pincode- 334202 

59. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - KANTA KHATURIA COLONY, 

CODE-11048 A-35, Kanta Khaturia Colony, Bikaner 
District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334003 

60. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RODA, CODE-11068 

Via Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334803 

61. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - AKKASAR, CODE-11112 

Tehsil- Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334001 

62. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - JAWAHAR NAGAR, CODE-11143 

A-6, Opp. Doodi Petrol Pump, 

Jawahar Nagar, Gajner Road, Bikaner 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334005 

63. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - GANGA SHAHAR, CODE-11268 
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Plot No.2, Mahabalipuram Colony, 

Nr. Bus Stand, Nokha Rd, Ganga Sahar 

District - Bikaner.State - Rajasthan, Pincode- 334403 

64. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - KUCHOR AGUNI, CODE-11310 

Tehsil- Nokha 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode- 334202 

65. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - KHINDASDAR, CODE-11408 

Panchayat Bhawan Khindasar, Tehsil- Kolyat 

District - Bikaner 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode -334302 

66. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - AGRASEN CHOWK, 

SRI GANG AN AGAR, CODE-11169 

6Q, Jawahar Nagara, Agrasen Chowk 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode -335001 

67. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BANWALI (4 BNW), CODE-11034 

Bus Stand, Banwali (4 BNW), Tehsil- Sadulshahar 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335062 

68. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - CHUNAWAD, CODE-10980 

Tehsil- Sri Ganganagar 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan.Pincode - 335022 

69. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - GURUS AR MODIA (26 MOD), CODE-11070 

Shah Satnam Ji General Hospital, Gurusar Modia 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335802 

70. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - NEW DHAN MANDI, PADAMPUR, CODE-11168 
KUM Premises, Padampur 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode -335041 

71. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - NEW DHAN MANDI, 

SRI KARANPUR, CODE-11111 

Near Gurudwara Nanak Saheb, 

Sri Ganganagar Road, Sri Karanpur 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 
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Pincode -335073 

72. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - PUBLIC PARK, 

SRI GANG AN AGAR, CODE-10144 
28A, Public Park, Sri Ganganagar 
District - Sri Ganganagar 
State - Rajasthan 
Pincode -335001 

73. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - UDHAM SINGH CHOWK, 

SRI GANGANAGAR, CODE-10986 
Near Bus Stand, Sri Ganganagar 
District - Sri Ganganagar, 

State - Rajasthan.Pincode -335001 

74. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - 19 Z, SRI GANGANAGAR, CODE-11110 

VPO- 19 Z, Tehsil- Sri Ganganagar 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode -335038 

75. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - NEW DHAN MANDI, 

RAISINGHNAGAR, CODE-11269 
B-2, Opp. New Dhan Mandi, 

Anoopgarh Road, Raisinghnagar 
District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 
Pincode -335051 

76. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - KIKARWALI, CODE-11251 
Gram Panchayat Bhawan, Kikarwali, 

Tehsil- Raisinghnagar 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode - 335051 

77. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - MORJAND KHARI, CODE-11286 
Near Bus Stand, Morjand Khari, Sadul Shahar 
District - Sri Ganganagar 
State - Rajasthan, Pincode -335037 

78. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RAW ALA MANDI, 

SRI GANGANAGAR, CODE-11393 
Shop No. 36, Dhan Mandi, 

Rawala Mandi, Tehsil- Gharsana 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan.Pincode -335707 

79. State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - MURTI CHOWK, BHADRA, CODE-11252 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode - 335501 





2984 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


80. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - KISHANPURA, 

DIKHNADA, CODE-11253 

Rajiv Gandhi Sewa Kendra, 

Kishanpura, Dikhnada 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode -334302 

81. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BHIRANI, CODE-11256 

Near Police Station, Bhirani, Tehsil- Bhadra 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335503 

82. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BASHIR, HANUMANGARH, CODE-11264 
Tehsil- Tibbi 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335063 

83. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - SECTOR-5, NOHAR, CODE-11270 

Sector No. 5, Opp. Mahendra Tractor Agency, Nohar 
District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335523 

84. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - BANK ROAD, 

PILIBANGA, CODE-11271 

Shop No. 15, 16, 17, Bank Road, 

Valmiki Chowk, Pilibanga 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335803 

85. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - AIR FORCE STATION, 

SURATGARH, CODE-10813 

Suratgarh Air Force Station 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode-335804 

86. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - STPS, RAY AN WALI, CODE-10817 

Tehsil- Suratgarh 

District - Sri Ganganagar 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335804 

87. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - RATANPURA, 

HANUMANGARH, CODE-11372 

VPO- Ratanpura, Tehsil- Nohar 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan 

Pincode - 335523 





[*nr 3(ii) ] 


■BKcT TUm : ^ 27, 2017/?te 6, 1939 


2985 


88. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur 

Branch - 12 DPN, GOGAMER1, CODE-11373 
VPO- 12 DPN (Gogameri), Tehsil- Nohar 

District - Hanumangarh 

State - Rajasthan, Pincode - 335504 

89. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Saguna Mor.Code- 11242 

Chandra Complex.Plot No. -102, 

Danapur, Patna, Bihar -801 503 

90. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Dehri On Sone.Code 11164 

Plot No. -906, Station Road 

Near Mohan Bigha lane. Post Dalmianagar 

Bihar-821 305 

91. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sector -49 (Village-Barola) .Code 11 218 

Main Dadri Road, village-Barola 

Sector-49, Noida, District-Gautam Budh Nagar 

UP -201 310 

92. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sakchi, Jamshedpur.Code 11 213 

Plot No. -480, -22 line number 

Adarsh Abdul Rahim Complex, 

First floor, Kashidih 

Sakchi, Jamshedpur, Jharkhand -831 001 

93. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Kantatoli, Ranchi.Code 11 178 

Plot No. -280, Nile Mall 

Old Hazaribagh Road, Kantatoli, 

Ranchi, Jharkhand -834 001 

94. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sahnewal.Code 11 243 

Ward No. 11, Dahlon Road 

Near Guru Gobind Singh Gate (Sahnewal Chowk) 
Post-Sahnewal, District- Ludhiana 

Punjab -141 120 

95. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Kharar.Code 112 57 

In front of Water Tank, Chandigarh Road 

Post Kharar, District-Mohali 

Punjab -140 301 

96. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Greater Noida,Code-11 273 

Om Tower, B-5, Sector Alpha -1 

Greater Noida, District -Gautam Budh Nagar 

UP -201301 

97. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sitamarhi,Code-l 1 141 

Shila Mension, Dumra Road, Rayopatty 

Sahu Chowk, Sitamari, 

Bihar -843 302 
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98. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Surar, Nabinagar block,Code-11 225 
In front of NTPC.Post - Pirouta 
Nabinagar, Aurangabad 

Bihar -824 303 

99. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Gurgaon, Sector -5,Code-11 280 
Shitala Mata Road, Main Road, 

Sector-5, Gurgaon, Haryana - 122001 

100. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Rajouri Garden,Code-l 1 277 

J -13 / 57, Main Road, Rajouri Garden; 

New Delhi - 110 027 

101. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Gujranwala Town,Code-ll 284 

A-330, Deraval Nagar, New Delhi -110 009 

102. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sector 16 (A), Faridabad.Code 11 250 
SCF -35 and 36, Huda Market, 

Part -., Sector 16 (A), Faridabad, Haryana 

103. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sector-49, Noida.Code 11 218 
Important Dadri Road, Village - Barola, 

Sector-49, 

Noida District Gautam Buddha Nagar-201301 

104. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Pitampura,Code-l 1 358 

7, Deepali Enclave,Pitampura, New Delhi-110034 

105. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sector 49- A,Code-l 1 285 

Booth Number-7, Sector 49- A, Chandigarh-160047 

106. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Jind,Code-ll 279 

SCF -32, Near Jaat Hospital, 

Jind, Haryana-126102 

107. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Bhiwani,Code-l 1 278 

Balaji Complex, Near Old bus Stand (IN Gate) 
Circular Road, Bhiwani, Haryana-127021 

108. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sirsa,Code-l 1 283 

In front of Malagar Singh Petrol pump , 

Bengu Road, Sirsa, Haryana-125055 

109. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Palawal,Code-l 1 261 

Gupta Plaza, Near Rasulpur chowk. 

Bypass, Main Road, Palwal, Haryana-121102 
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110. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Shimla,Code-l 1 438 

Parvati Complex, Panthaghati, NH-22 

Bypass Road, Shimla, Himachal Pradesh 171 009 

111. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Salt Lake Sector-1, Kolkata,Code-l 1 410 

CF - 364, Salt Lake Sector-1, Kolkata - 700 064 

112. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Thakurpukur,Code-l 1411 

192, Diamond Harbor Road, First Floor, Thakurpukur 
Near Bharat Gas Booking Office , West Bengal 
Kolkata - 700 063 

113. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 
Chandrashekharpur,Code-l 1 413 

Plot Number -306/1710/4017 

Patia Sikharchandi Chack,Near Big Bazar, 
Bhubaneswar-751024 

114. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Regional Office- 2, Lucknow,Code-l 1194 

Shop No. 6, 7, LDA Commercial Complex 

Kapurthala Bagh, Aliganj, Lucknow -226 020 

115. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Regional office- 5, Kolkata,Code-l 1320 

First Floor, N.S.Road, Kolkata -700 001 

116. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

RASSMECC Delhi.Code-10876 

Fourth Floor, Ahimsa Bhawan 

New Rajinder Nagar, Shankar Road, 

New Delhi-110 060 

117. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

CCPC Kolkata,Code-10648 

First Floor, N.S.Road, West Bengal 

Kolkata -700 001 

118. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Stationery Depot Delhi,Code-10838 

Y C, 1/3, Loha Mandi, 

Naraina Industrial Estate, 

Phase II, New Delhi -110 028 

119. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Gurgaon, Sector -49,Code-11318 

Eros Shop No. 90, 91, City Square 

Sector-49, Gurgaon -122 018 

120. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Malviya Nagar,Code-l 1 342 

D - 81, Main Market, 

Malviya Nagar, Delhi -110 017 

121. 

State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Vaishali,Code-l 1419 





2988 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Plot-26, Surya Tower Kanishka, 

Sector 4, Vaishali 

122. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sikandra Bodla, Agra,Code-l 1445 
Plot No. -04, Sector -05, 

Awas Vikas Colony, sikandara Bodla Road, 
Agra, Uttar Pradesh -282 007 

123. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Sitapur,Code-l 1 359 

Iqbal Plaza, Buttsganj, 

Near GIC crossing.GT Road, 

Sitapur -261 001 

124. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

PC Colony, Kankrabag,Code-l 1324 

G -122, PC Colony, Post - Lohia Nagar, 
Kankrabag, Patna -800 020 

125. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Chandragdh Nabinagar,Code-l 1406 

Village and Post Chandragdh, Thana- Nabinagar 
Panchayt- Chandragdh, Aurangabad -824 301 

126. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Bhagalpur Main Branch,Code-l 1414 
Jaiswal Tower, RBSS Road, 

Bhikhanpur, Gumati No. 3, Bhagalpur- 812 001 

127. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Cool Road, Jalandhar,Code-l 1172 
75, Gurjepal Nagar, 

Cool Road, Jalandhar -144 001 

128. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Mullapur Garibdas, Mohali,Code-l 1322 
Main Road, Mullapur Garib das. 

District - Mohali, Punjab -140 901 

129. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Narnaul,Code-11335 

Near MG Motors, 

Kailash Nagar, Narnaul, District Mahendragarh, 
Haryana -123 001 

130. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Kaithal,Code-11384 
Kurukshetra Road, Kaithal, 

Haryana -136 027 

131. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Bawal,Code-l 1440 

Near Bawal Auto fuel.Rewari Road, 

Bawal, Haryana -123 501 

132. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Balasore,Code-l 1412 

FM Golai, Bhashkarganj, 

Balasore.Odisa -756 001 
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133. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur 

Rathatala, Kolkata,Code-11433 
271 A, NSC Bose Road, 

Near Garia Metro Station, Kolkata -700 047 

134. VENUR STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

VENUR BRANCH, 

GARDEN VIEW COMPLEX BUS STAND 
VENUR BELTHANGADY TALUK 574242 


135. SUBRAM ANY A STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

SUBRAMANYA BRANCH, 
SRINIKETANA BUILDING 
CAR STREET SUBRAMANYA, 
SULLIA SUBRAMANYA 574238 


136. VITTAL STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

VITTAL BRANCH, 2-387(24), 
REEHA & PARKLINE COMPLEX 
OPP: JAIN BASADI VITTAL 574243 


137. KADABA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

KADABA BRANCH, 

Shalom Towers Main Road Kadaba-574221 


138. SPECIALISED NRI STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 
BRANCH SPECIALISED NRI BRANCH 

MANGALORE MANGALORE, 2-12/6, 

Hill Grove, Chilimbi Kuloor-Ferry Road 
First Floor Mangalore 575006 


139. JAYAPURA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

JAYAPURA BRANCH, 

VENKATNAG COMPLEX MAIN ROAD, 
JAYAPURA KOPPA TALUK 577123 


140. MELKAR STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MELKAR BRANCH, 

GANGA PUSHPA ARCADE MELKAR PANE 
MANGALORE POST, BANTWAL 574231 


141. NARIMOGARU STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

NARIMOGARU BRANCH, 

S A COMPLEX, PURUSHARAKATTE 
NARIMOGARU VILLAGE & POST PUTTUR 
TQ PUTTUR 574202 


142. IV ARAN AD U STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

IVARNADU BRANCH 

GRAMA PANCHAYATH SEVA KENDRA 

BUILDING IVARNADU, SULLIA TALUK. 574239 
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143. HOUSING BOARD 
COLONY 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

HOUSING BOARD COLONY BRANCH, 

A.I.T College Road 

Jyothi Nagara Chikmagalur Chikmagalur 577102 

144. M.G.ROAD 

MANGALORE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

M.G.ROAD BRANCH, 

DIVYA ENCLAVE 

OPP:CANARA COLLEGE 

M G ROAD, MANGALORE 575003 

145. MARKET ROAD 
CHICKMAGALUR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MARKET ROAD CHICKMAGALUR 

BRANCH 08262-23937300 

CHIKMAGALUR 577101 

146. MALLANDUR 

ROAD 

CHICKMAGALUR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MALLANDUR ROAD BRANCH, 

RAJESHWAR COMPLEX 

MALLANDUR ROAD CHIKMAGALUR 577101 

147. NILUVAGILU 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

NILUVAGILU BRANCH, 

Shri Lakshmi Complex Niluvagilu (V&P) 

Koppa Taluk, Chikmagalur District 577120 

148. KALASA BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

KALASA BRANCH, 

1ST FLOOR KAMATH TOWERS 

MAIN ROAD KALASA MUDIGERE 

TALUK KALASA 577124 

149. SATHYAMANGALA 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

SATHYAMANGALA BRANCH 

NEAR VINAYAKA SAMUDHAYA BHAVANA 

GOWRIKOPPALU HASSAN 573202 

150. BELA V ADI 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BELAVADI BRANCH, 

Khata No.529, Belavadi 

Village & Post Doddamagge Hobli, 

Arkalgud Taluk, Hassan 

District Hassan 573113 

151. HALEB EEDU 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

HALEBEEDU BRANCH, 

Khatha No 42/1 Rajanasiriyur Road 

Halebeedu Belur Taluk Hassan 

Dist HALEBEEDU 573121 

152. DUDDA 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

DUDDA BRANCH, 

SAMPIGE ROAD DUDDA 573118 
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153. HEBBALE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

HEBBALE BRANCH, 

GRAMAPANCHYATH BUILDING HEBBALE 

VILLAGE AND POST HEBBALE 573102 

154. ARALIKATTE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

ARALIKATTE BRANCH, 

COOL WELL TOWERS 

OPPOSITE DOUBLE TANK SALGAME ROAD, 

HASSAN HASSAN 573201 

155. NEHRU NAGAR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

NEHRU NAGAR BRANCH, 

LAKSMI TOWERS 

CHICKMAGALUR-HASSAN MAIN ROAD 

NEHRU NAGAR BELUR 573115 

156. MINI VIDHANA 
SOUDHA 
ARASIKERE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MINI VIDHANA SOUDHA BRANCH, 

KALPATARU COMPLEX 

NEAR MINIVIDHANASIUDHA B H ROAD 

ARASIKERE 573103 

157. MARKET BRANCH 
CHANNARAYAPA 
TNA 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MARKET BRANCH, 

AGRHAR BEEDI, 

CHANDRASHEKAR BUILDING 

K R CIRCLE 

CHANNARAYAPATNA HASSAN 573116 

158. KUNDUR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

KUNDUR BRANCH, 

KHATHA NO 354 KUNDUR 

VILLAGE AND POST DANDIGANAHALLY HOBLI 
CHANNARAYAPATNA TQ HASSAN DIST 573111 

159. FORT ARKALGUD 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

FORT ARKALGUD BRANCH 

MALLIPATNA ROAD 

ARKALGUD 573102 

160. BHATKAL 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BHATKAL BRANCH, III/1443/1F, 

1st FLOOR NAIK CHANDRU CHAMBERS 

THE NEW ENGLISH SCHOOL ROAD BHATKAL 581320 

161. BAILUR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BAILUR BRANCH, 

Near Dr Aroors Nursing Home 

Main Road Bailur 574102 

162. THEKKATTE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

THEKKATTE BRANCH, 

PREMA BHAT COMPLEX NH-66, 

THEKKATE KUNDAPUR TALUK 576231 

163. MANKI 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

MANKI BRANCH, 

1st FLOOR MANKI NURSING HOME 

B ANAS ALE, MANKI 581348 
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164. BANAVASIROAD STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BANAVASI BRANCH, 

NEAR MARIKAMBA TEMPLE 
NETRAVATI COMPLEX 
BANAVASI ROAD SIRSI 581401 

165. GOKARNA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

GOKARNA BRANCH, 

DOOR NO 446 

SHRI GURU RAGHAVENDRA COMPLEX 
TARAMAKKI ROAD GOKARNA 581326 

166. SHIRIYARA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

SHIRIYARA BRANCH, B N 4-59/B, 

FIRST FLOOR, KALMARGI 
AT/PT : SHIRIYARA - 576210 
TALUK & DIST : UDUPI 
SHIRIYARA 576210 

167. KOTESHWARA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

KOTESHWARA BRANCH, 

LAXMIDEVI COMPLEX, 

OPP SRI PATTABI RAMACHANDRA 
TEM MARUTI VANA ROAD, 

KOTESHWARA KUNDAPUR 
KOTESHWARA 576222 

168. MANIPAL STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MANIPAL BRANCH, 

VAISHNAVI RESIDENCY 

FIRST FLOOR MANIPAL- PARKALA ROAD, 

ESHWARA NAGARA MANIPAL MANIPAL 576104 


169. NANNIWALA STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BRANCH NANNIWALA BRANCH 

GRAMP ANCH AY ATI SAMUDAY BHAVAN 
NANNIWALA, CHALLAKERA-577522, 
CHITRADURG 


170. HALIVANA 
BRANCH 


STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 
HALIVANA BRANCH 
RAJIV GANDHI SEVA KENDRA, 
GRAMAPANCHAYATI HALIWANA, 
HARIHAR TALUK 
DAVANAGERE-577530 


171. TUMKURLAHALLI STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

BRANCH TUMKURLAHALLI BRANCH 

GRAMPANCHAYATI SAMUDAY BHAVAN 
MALKAMORU TALUK, CHITRADURGA-577535 


172. MAD AL AGERI STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MADALAGERI 

GRAMPANCHAYATI SAMUDAY BHAVAN, 
MADALGERI, HARPANHALLI TALUK, 
DIST. DAV AN AGERE-583131 
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173. KADLEBALU 
BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

KADLEBAFU BRANCH 

NAGARAJ BUILDING, 

NEAR ANJENEYA TEMPLE, 

KADLEGALU, 

H AG ARIBOMM AN AH ALLI TALUK, 

BELLARY DISTRICT. 

174. GUNDUMUNUGU 
BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

GUNDUMUNUGUBRANCH 

CHIDANANDGOUDA BUILDING 

GUNDUMUNUGU, KUDLIGI TALUK, 

BELLARY DISTRICT. 

175. MAKANADUKU 
BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

MAKANADUKU,BRANCH, 

OMKARI BUILDING, MAKANADUKU, 

KUDLIGI TALUK, BELLARY DISTRICT 

176. THIMMALAPURA 
BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

THIMMALAPURA BRANCH, 

HUVINAHADAGALI TALUK, 

BELLARY DISTRICT. 

177. SUGGANAHALLI 
BRANCH 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE, 

SUGGANAHALLI BRANCH 

SAMUDAYA BHAVANA, 

SUGGENAHALLI, 

BELLARY DISTRICT. 

178. DC OFFICE 
COMPFEX, 

HAVERI 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

Room no. 01, D C OFFICE COMPOUND, 

DEVAGIRI - HAVERI, HAVERI - 581110 

179. DIMHANS 
DHARWAD 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

DHARWAD INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HEALTH 

AND NEURO SCIENCE, 

BELGAUM ROAD, 

DHARWAD - 580008 

180. YEDAJIGAFEMANE 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

POST: YEDAJIGALEMANE SAGAR, 

SHIMOGA 

181. KAMBAFIKOPPA 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

POST: KAMBALIKOPPA, SHIMOGA 

182. KAMALAPUR 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

FIRST FLOOR, 

SRI REVANASIDDESHWAR COMPLEX, 

NEAR BUS STAND KAMALAPUR ROAD, 

KAMALAPUR, 

183. AURAD 

STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

PLOT NO.4, SHASTRI GUNJ, 

NEAR APMC YARD, AURAD 
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184. DR. TEKUR STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

SUBRHAMANYAM DR. TEKUR SUBRHAMANYAM ROAD, 
ROAD, BELLARY BELLARY 


185. NEHRU COLONY STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

BELLARY NEHRU COLONY BRANCH, 43A, 

TS NO. 7382, 1 st MAIN, 

NEHRU COLONY, BELLARY - 583101, 
BELLARY 


186. LEBERGA STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

SWARN VIDHAN SAUNDH, 

C BLOCK BASMAT HOLLETORGAL 


187. TAKKALAKI STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

PB26, SS FRONT, 

OPPOSITE SIDDHESHWAR TEMPLE, 
BELGAUM 591123 


188. HELLETORGAL STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

C/O RAMDURG BRANCH, 
JUNIPETH, RAMDURG, 
BELGAUM-591123 


189. YARGATTI STATE BANK OF MYSORE 

BRANCH SHRI VENKATESH COMPLEX, 

BELGAUM BAGALKOT ROAD, 
YERGATTI - 591129 


190 The Assit General Manager, 

STATE BANK OF HYDERABAD 
REGION-III-FIRST FLOOR, 

32 A, BRABOURNE ROAD, 

CANNING STREET.KOLKATA, 

Pin code-700001 
Phone: 033- 22350647 

KOLKATA(DIST)-WEST BENGAL(STATE) 

191 The Asst General Manager, 

STATE BANK OF HYDERABAD 
DADRI(GB-NAGAR) BRANCH (21929) 

NYADERGUNJ, NEAR NAGARPALIKA 
GT ROAD.DADRI 

Pin code- 203207 
Phone: 0120- 2662150 


14 ET#, 2017 

1296 . — TOHTTRT (*PT % ?Im 4)4 WlRTT % Pet ^pfpT) 1976 % 10 % 

Pept ( 4 ) + argRTur if rer if 4p~tPid RhPPsm Irt Pf, 80% ^ 

+441P.4i 4ftfr +T +i4rispt stettft rePrt t, arP^Pid Rrff |i 
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TP. 

HR TT d l-H 

siFdTTf <f) 4tedl 

1. 

^Rdd HR 3119) iRdl 

70 

2. 

tihTPh 

17 

3. 

sRdd Hd> 

31 


$*r 

118 


[Wf. 11016/1/2015-f|. (3TflT.)] 

<l41=f PF, FFFFF RRpF (P.'FT.) 


TRTFTTT fRpT 1976%fRPT 10(4) % 3FpfrT srf^Rld f%F ^ FTH / ?TTW3Tf 

Sbffa^PrfFPT, +Mli< 

1 ^Rdd % 3 tfr tflrr, 

R~1?P 9TP3T 
T'T* T T r ®FTN> *T?, 

R"ig y . Pmi 

9 TTF3rgT , J T , Fpr F%?T 242307 

2 ^Rdd % arm tftrr, 
m'i 414 i ?1WT 

HTTP Rt % TFT 
STT^prFJT, Fpr FT?T 

3 ^Rdd % 3TFR iildl, 

IdK ?TTTT 

*JTTT "PIT , ftTFFP PT 
PFTT 4iM^ Rtt 209306 

4 ^Rdd % 3TFR 4ildl 

tPW ?TTPT 
317 flRTTrR 
TTTT 

!Mt+I4R|4, 444^ 

5 ^Rdd % 3TFR 4ildl 

Rd Id ’PIT ?TTPT 

ITT MM I 

41MI d I .d PT, Rd Id W 
fHpTTTP, 

PPPTFT 324005 
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6 ffRRT % RTR 4Hi|| 

RTRFTJR' SRRT 

PR TTH *|Rif7RiRR 

100 TTR, iflRFFfR 
RRRJT (ttrrtfT) 313001 

7 flRRT tR 3TTT iflRT 
RtpTTRRTRWT 
Rfe R 237, 

RREX 9 f^RT wft 
R#PR TJRRRPf, 

RRPRR 313001 

8 tR RTR tfRRT, 

?1WI f#t RrTFpft - RtSPJT 
^RTRR 15 

4V41 RFRR RRRR 
f#t RRTTRtt 5WT R^R, 
f%RT RTSPJR TTRR4TR 342005 

9 ^44 #R RTR tftRT, 

?TTRT RTR RR, RPR 
ft-25, f?lR RRR 
^RTRRTRpft 
SRttftRRR, 

*jf%R RTRR R RTR 
4TR RR, f^FTT RPR, 

RRRRR 324001 

10 tR SITR tftRT, 

?1TRT TRTJ1 RTRft 
PpT RfR R4R, Rrft RR 
RRRT, RPR R^RITI 

f^FTT RRRJ 7 ', RRPRR 313803 

11 tR tfR ifRRT, 

9TTRTRTRTR 

RpRRtlR mPrr 
RIRP" RR, RR RR17 
Irrt RTsry, 

RRRRR 342037 
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sftfft WftPT, f^ft (3rTT) 

12 fftPTH % arre tfftrr 

^T'^Fl^ ?TF3T (ftft ?TTW) 

7ft 489, 4I=HI ftHtft 
9)041414 

ffftTFTT, fftr 121004 

13 ^1444 % 3TFR 41141 

4)041414 ftPT 28 ?1TOT (ftft ?WT) 
TFT 7ft PTl 105 f^T TT#3 
ftpr28, 4)041414 
oP 41 u i I 121002 

't)|'4p14, 4l41y,7 

14 % 3TTTT 4p4l 
3tR"H4 14 STTW 
TTPT 3tRh 1414 
TTfrfftf 41^4-441414 

ftpTT 4l41y,7 ^.ft.233228 

15' fftHTF % 3TTTT 4p4l 
pftft SpTT ?rrar 
TTPT 

PPP STfftFT 

ftFiT Tfpft’jTr, ^ .ftt 233228 

16 ffftrp % 3TPR 4p4l 
^fry-srraT 

TTPT 

ftpT fftnjff 

ftFTT 4141^7, ^ .ft 233300 

sHftT4>lft<H4, 31N44.4 

17 ^1444 % 3Tft 4p4l 
£p44)M J M 4MK 

¥1F+ftrp ftftTPFTftr 
TTlftpftTT 

TFR, PrP 7T%?T, 
fftr 224145 
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18 fRPET % 3TFR 4lid I 
MpPjr ?TWT 

TTPT + TMIT dP.4MM TTTTF, 
gTpgift 3ERTMJT ttz 

3TW?^t 

3RRMT TT 5 ", ^r%9T, 

fpT 224210 

19 % 3TTT 4ildl 

41 tffjt ?rrar 

TTFT + TR? 

d^41n 

3RRTR TT 5 ", M?R ^r%?T, 
fPr22412 

^Frf^FT, WIM 

20 % Pra trtn, 

WR, HI-DMd STM 

MPT 4 512, RT# 4 3, MRMT MlM 

TJMT TlM, 

^ 3ETTM 44t % TFT 

wR, 4141 id 131101 

21 ^Rdd fr sttt 4ildi 

T jrP %2FT ?TP3T 
3RTT 444 T TFT 
gMT tW, fTT F#T T TFT 
1 jr*T, %sft 136026 

^41d TidlVid, 

22 ^id4d fr 3TiM tfTTT 

dFAl 1 ^ ■‘dlOdl-i 4 m ?tftt 
670, TTSPJP TMI41 

MTM1R, 

TSTTTM 482008 
sHPttftNft, tR^ttr 

23 4,id4d % 3TTT7 ifPrr 

WIT ?TF3T 
sRtt 4 65, TT# 4 05 
41R_4I TT 7 " 
ddPdl tmttt 4r- 
TTTT, RfTT f sftTTR, 

TTpr t 4?T, fPr 274402 
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wrfcpr, 

24 ^lH4H % 3TTO tf^TT 
PH<rmk ?ttrt 
£NfHm"141 

4f ft tttt % Rm 

ffeRR 

f^FiT fR4?T1R 203205 

3RT^%?t 

25 ff^r % arre fftrr 
ipTT STPsTT ip"3 

174, TTR%fT3R 
M fte, ipR 250002 

3RT^%?t 

Mm ^nrf^nT, h<±*-1 i 

26 yR^M % 3TFR ffpR 
fNr, remt ?Tpgr 
^fwr ?m, 

3Tri%4TTr-f^TT TT^ 

rntm^i % w if, 

T T3rTT, f^FIT T T37TT, 
fiffR 800025 

$■41 •M ^Prf^PT, 

27 fpRM % sfpTJ ff%4T, 

glP^T^TPgT 

*R3. 3539 
4Tf^T fpRT % 1 TFT 

tpr 4ff%^r fr? 

HK4T, f%, %4"^jfir 
HK4T 361335 
SpfpT °hl4f"M, ir^TFTT 

28 ^fH44 % SfPTJ tf%4T, 
tfftj 7 ?rrar 
4m 4) 4f^r%^rnr^r 

3TT^ BT^r, STR^f# #T % 473 
41 "My/ 

f^FTT 3TFTRT3T (y4 <M) 385001 
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29 ffTTR % 3TFR tfRl 
friT^FTFT ?TWT 

ggR R# RPR, 

"stt ptR % ttfft 

gpT 395001 

30 ff^EPT % 3TTP ffRTT 
q si 'i ^rrar 

pis4] fr'STPT ptpptR wfz 
WPTtRRF PtflTiS, 
g Rr, tt.Rsr' 
pt. pi^41, RpngTcT, 
fR 394140 

sHR «isUi 

31 glR-M % 3TFR 4Hi|| 
guiHHi ?Tpgr 

51,4R9T th'i^I, ^ptsttR tr 
guiHHi Rpm-HURlR 
g3f Hd 389230 

&RR TRRr g^fRrR), 61^ 

32 glH44 IR 3TTT tfRj 
RTT^ 9IPTT 

gnrrt, 2046, 

RrtRI^R', 

TPT.^t Rt % T ft% 
tri w, Rett, ptw 
TRPTg 402301 

33 gR44 4R 3 tttRR r 
TTgT ?rrar 

gTFTT 15/16, PgRRR 
tRSRfT tRH44 
TRT, RfTT TERR, 

PZPTg 402109 
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wri^nr, Trf%^ 

34 ^1444 % STTH tf^TT 

^TT3 TT. 359, TTJTR 3^ 
^tf^T % i rr*r 
g. TT.fHW 
rTT.f^W 
f^FTT 4lPH, 
far422303 

35 ^1444 % 3TFR tf^TT 
+444 

'♦TWff 

3TR % TTTT % T TPT 
ti# 3 4rf nr, Vr?T 4^rr 
}J. T Tf. +"4U|, 4T.+^PJT 
f^FTT 4lPH 423501 

36 ^,1444 % 3TFR tftrn 

siWT 

18 TPT fr?, TTPT M 4 14 4 % T TPT 

^. T fr.4^n r 

4T.4 44 4 

f^FTT 423111 

^4 444[<44, ^4^71 

37 ^4 4 4 % 3TFR ifln 
4444 91WT 

Trsnr 3^r, wtt 3-1-66-1 
4444 4"4[< Tts, 

^3 516227 
^Tt tt?t 3TR +^TT I^RT 
3TTST 7f%?T 

°M4[44, 44^1 

38 ^4 4 4 % 3TFR ti>41 

19-6-360/5, arftE 11-444 
Wk? WtT, 'TFt'gr, Wf 

f^FTT- 

+4i-i+ 575001 
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39 ^j444 % 3 TFR ff^IT 
TRPTFRT ?1WT 

1 '4 TTTf < I S , 

T p r pr wfRr 
TF^rfr TftTT# T - 16 
4Pt40M, ^RRQPt-fl 

Tf^PTWFT 733129 

40 ^444 % 3TFR 41141, 

wnTfnjr ?Tpqr 

^TT^T , amTTTT, 

RttRT'T , 
fsTg- 4T#t fm, 

Rett tRet f^wp - 

+ 14 R 4 , ^rw 

41 ^R44 % fTT 41141 

gpjrsrraT 

TT^PT, gliq >t 42, 
t tt tx tt ^T^rrf RRRi 
W5ft l^ft % q-pT 
T 1, Tjt^T, ft 
4 1^41 04^4 
Rr^TT 44414, 44 R 4 

42 fR44 % 3TFR ift^TT 

s"i ?Tm 

4oI'"41 RniRR 4FH44 

ft- ?H4H,TPT ft, |pH£4, 
ffp? 4PM4R 

43 fR-44 % 3TFR fftn 

?rrar 

T RRf 101, 

’iff 907/1 tRt 907/3 
ft % Rt, f^PT, 41^41 
f^PTRpTT, ^444? 
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44 ^ld4d % 3TFR tf^TT 

stirt 

3ttt%T trorr^ idP^i 

fm, 

45 4.fH4H % 3TFR fff?TT 

dlfk'lJ) ?1WT 

RTf +Hd spRIRR f ’TFT 
fR RRT 

ft d 141+1 if, TFT ft T^fiyM, 
f%FT 4wrpr, 4d?-i+ 

46 ^Jd4d % 3TTTT iffm 

f^FR^, TPTfT 
4"4ft 4 PH 44, 

^Hdd? fte 

f^rrgrpr, +di-i+ 

47 ^Id4d % 3TTTT iffm 

TTFf^Fft ?rpgr 
7WT filfid RT 

4141^ idPf 4 (ftanfaRfk<4), 
■HMRH-fl 4^4141 -PlpRI 4l4ld, 
Fft ift 860 ffR RT 

44ifdf, fpRPRTpr 
l4"HI 44414, 4RPR 

48 ^.Rdd % arretftrr 

STTfy- 4 | 1 

WR 3 4-73/72(58-44), 
ft ft fm, sfRy 

f^FTT 4T?ftT, 4dt-i4 
STffr <+, 14 T H 4, 4*4d'^ 

49 ^ld4d % atrp iff?n 
arri^rrft stmt 

TRTTR 6, an^il'lfl 
3TR4R 'STRT % T TT4\ 
ffFT 4MH'^ 
frffsTT, Pr 768004 
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50 ^1444 3TTT tf^IT 

TO? ?iTOT 

#TO#lTOPT , 'prra'T -751006 

51 ^1444 3TFT tf?TOr 

4 R 41 f^TT ?tttot 
TOTCT.- 788/1463 
tot tot 
?4I4'^, 'g4Tr s, TT-751003 

52 ^1444 trr 3TFR tf%4T 

4 ) 4)0 ^4 tottot 

190/702 

SRTTRfTT, 4141 <0^4 

■groTTOr 

53 ^,1444 sire tftrn 

4Tfrr 144 m 4) mror 
Tft/436, TOFTO-6, 

4l3>444T, 

fTOTTTOft, TO?TO, 753 014 

54 ^1444 trr 3 TFR tftn 

totot 'proTO 
i^Rd4H T%£, 
grorTOTOAsTRi 
fror 751 024 

55 ^44 #T 3TFR iftTO 

1*3(1447 9TP3T 

#.TT7T.3TTf .rft. TOTFT 414(44 TO 
471-172, 441'TO-Tl, 

■groTTOT 751 012, ifETT 

56 ^1444 3TFR tftro 

3444)4 ?%TOT ?TTTOT TfTOFTO" 
^■STTOHJT, Tiro: TOTTOTO r , 

TpEPTO" 751 017, ifTTO 





[rt ii-tstr 3(ii) ] 


^TRxT R RTR : 21 , 2017/^3 6, 1939 


3005 


57 ^Rr 3TFR iftm 

RRrr ?ttw, pRr 
tpr 4 Pm, MRf wr 
RTpfRT 

R 3.386/21, ^rf^TT, 
gRR, -HI 
fR- 751 024 

58 fRR «N> 3R iftm 
Rf 9TP3T, 

7ft-2,Rrfte, 

gRR-751013 MRt 

59 ^Rr RR iRro 
RJHR S1TR 

RR PRR + I R TFT, 

RTR RJHR 
fRTT-pT 752030 

60 ^Rr % to fftro, 

RTR ?TF3T 

R-3PRT 

R-fRTT- 

pFTT- tR dR^I 752109 

61 ^Rr % MR wRf W 5#5^, 

Rr sttIr ?TRT 

3/1 ,tt RR-+, R, 

RRRff RMf RFRft, 

'gRR.lRTr pf, 

^RR, MRt 751015 

62 IR to iftro 
R4T ?rrar 
fR RIR RR 
R1R-28, dM 1 ^, 

fRT - RFfftp (fM 7 ) 
fR-848101 
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63 ffTTH % 3TFR tf%FT 
srfjt ?TraT, 

Fl"f 'TF T -9, 

f^FTT- wrfrjr (f%FR) 

fTTTTT- 848101 

64 ^ SITTI tf%4T 
4<4>P4PM ?TTRT 
3TP? R4TT TIT, 

1 TtR-'EFP4HM, 
tett - fsrrr n j T 

f%RT- 44 - 4 E.UI (f^fTC) 

fETFTT - 845455 

65 ^ siTTI tf&U 
F#4F ^TPsTT, 

444cf) RET ElE F^fpR 4MK, 

f^FTT- Afl rl IG fD (f^FR) 

fTTTIT - 843328 

66 ^ STDTI fftFT 
4)gm ?1 TOT, FajSTT ER 
TtR-4IOM, f%ET-4NM4F (1%R) 
fTTTIT - 841438 

67 FfRET % 3TTT tf%4T 

mM srrar, ept+tre:- eRPt, 

°ETF+ S TPTT- FFFT 

f^RT-E^FR (f^fR) 
fTTTR - 855114 

MPl +T4f<H4, +lPl'+R 

68 ^1444 #F 3TFR ifkm 

Hdd^n srrar 

f?TF 4I?M4 RPsEI, 
str^-tr, f%FT 
F^T 680022 

69 F^444 #F FTF if%FT 

FR FF? (fRF r ) 

I^FRrfR PpEI, EFRT TR 

FRERPlFF. 

f%FF- 680004 
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70 % arre kkn 
wtr ?Trgr 

ff + IJ-H44, iPTkk 
4M4>ls! fm, ww 
707145 678582 

71 '=mmT’ i ?ft 

31mPh 7FTFR (8829) 

aojof %77, 4k7 ko 

WW, id-bcMd'^H, 
fkr 773 : 695034 

72 '=M l lT’ | 9FT #7 
7O7T?TO3T(1220) 

■gkoR, XVIII/240 (7,8,9) 

HNI, 4"HI U 113 
707T- 0,7741 OR, 1HT, 
q'l^qqpMi, 

"i,fqq 773: 686575 

73. 77qk?T7 #7 

Rdddd'^q - 77'I4 i4'?tott (1323) 
WT RPkl, 357T ^fd^-H 
qqpFgfq k.Tf. 

fq7 773 : 695582 

74 . 7I4'U?07#77 
qi^Mi stott (1427) 

77TT 707 

4^Rh RPki 
7O70[f, TTfRT 
fkr 773 : 690574 


75 +nT’ i ?FT #7 

?77ft?TP7r (1429) 

3k 7. II -303 (TT) 
777 107 , 77 ?k 707T 
TogTj, 177 ft 
q7TOTTfo^iko7T,k^r 
fkT773 : 689673 
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76. TFfR3FT#T 
TITTTn STTW (1430) 

T^PT TT, TFFf, 

%TFT3TTr€|-Tf|-^T3T|-% PHds^gfi) Rt, Ttf^TT 
SS^j) pM | ,4,•"'I 
f^T TTT : 685584 

77. TrfR?FT#T 
Tf%^T 9TETT (1624) 

=E '-MMt[ #5pT 

|TFTF\76 *ft./76#. 

TTfpnT TT?FT, IMT TFT 

fTT TTT : 690572 

78. 

ff^ffl ?TTTT (1626 ) 

3TFTTT 3fl%T 
4^4jdHI ’ft'.Tf. 
ff^pr.^wiFT^n 
t I ""t -h Pi"t 1, 4>< "i 
fTT TIT : 690536 

79. tr 

ItWFPJttt-TTT?1WI (1715) 
ft. jft. 4/924 (2) 

TSPT TT, apr &% TI4H+4, 

ttttttttt, ttIttp" 

Rtwpjttt, 

"i.R'i TTT : 695003 

80 TTTF^FT #t 

( 1771) 

apjrf RtR 
Tftrr ft 

TFPPT, TTT 

frr TTT : 695034 

8i. TrqR-sprtT 

TtRrr^ srrar (1805) 
g^TTT RP'sPd 
j'P Rpm tt?pt 
T iRnTTF^ft, tt^ptRftt, 

TTpfTT TTT 686507: 
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82. +imT’ i ?ft 
3rr^jTTT?rpgT (1806) 

J9hR|H RP'^4 
454 44?T4, srf^FTTTT 
W^rfrf^FTT, 444 
144 4T4 : 688562 

83. ^Fff^?FT t^r 

4T4np- ?TT4T(1817) 
ar^ft^r 3hpf 

44, 

3TRFjm f^FTT, %?4 
144 44 : 69050 

84. 41 mT 1 ?T4 #4 
f^rgr ?tt4t (1844) 

4. ’ft. X80, 81,82 

i'^Tl'lg.prl"! RPs'll 

f^rgrfr. #., 

44, 144 4T4 : 685590 

85. 4rff4T4#4 

4*43 M ?n4T(1737) 

44 4.V/118 3fr/IV, 

4T4 44ff, 44, 

447||T4 

4'l^44 I^FTT, 44 
f^T 4T4 : 686540 

86. 4T'fp-?FT#4T 
sjiP^H ?tt4t(1425) 

^4, 31 i4£4 4IJ-H4H 
■ 974 . 174 . 47 , tmf, if)-.#. 

3nf|tH, Id-bcM’d'^-H f44T, 

%T4, 144 444 ; 695104 

87. 4n4fT?Fr#47 

3lMpl4 4I4?44 : 44 (f4 4.8828) 
4?4 ?%4, |44 44, 

7T4 4T7T 4T# % 4T44 
41444 44 

44 (4f44)-400615 
144 44 : 686507 
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88. sfs-m 3T^T 

- 88 

HT3T-1, f^Tft 
^fsrrnT 
HWra - -141013 

89. «KHMI 9TTW 

#-iOT / 835 

<hhmi 

WR-148101 

90. Trf^pT 4^, srpjt stpit 

ifi^ET 4T# TRT 4.12 

4104IHIH i~nTI4 0+H ^ % '-M'Ot 

ara^TTPTTT^ 

flm: 

PR TTSTffr _ 181201 

91. 4R44 4r, 4dMI STTW 

29-30 

3t4ttttt3z 

1 ,4-iMI 
I^FTT : PTTFF1T 
TRR : 143505 

92. 4R4H 'HHl’i'il REST 

PRT f?TT 1% T[R #T TIH^M 
RFFJTT PTfiE RPT 

frm: rpr 
TRR 142043 

93. #47, ^aTPER RfR ?nRT 
TT7T.^ft.^t.39 

■S'TTT - "4t 

HTTWT •T T P r ’jfSpT RFT % ETRR 
41-3TTTTTTT rrt 

^fsnrnr 
wr- 141012 


94. 4r, 4+lJ"K TR ?1TO1 

60 RT^T 5 " TR 
RRf%R|R7% 4^41 + 
f^FTT : STTrPTT 

PRR- 143001 
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95. sR'-m 4't>, 

ftftf>f?twt 
^ / 38 - 4410 
3FrTFf%FF 
FTFTFIF 

Rff : ^rsrrfM' 

W- 144003 

96. iR4H #F, TFFT ?TTFT 
3FRi% 4FH44 
FTR 3TT4T F FPFT 

^itfR 

FRTfT , RlFT : gfsPTRT 
F4FT- 141421 

97. tRFT#F, ftFFTJT 3TTW 
FF§F?"Rf 

<FKl41 FT 
jFFFFFFTF 
RfTT : RfFtjt 
FF1F- 152002 

98. tRFF#F, 
fRfff ?rrar 
j^R'-Ti Iffft RW 

FT^FFF 

fRfff 
Rftt : fRffF 
F4TF - 151203 

99. sR-m ^?F, 

f%ff fIftf ?ttft 

ftFf ^ FT?ft yR=lWJl 

IFP7F 

rM4 I'D FFT 

Rl"tI : 'HRsI 

FFFT- 151302 

100. 4RiM #f, ffftt ?rrar 

FFFTT 

Rift : ftfsf 

F4T4 - 144409 
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101. #t, ?tptt 

22 ft 

TT 
frpTT: 

WIT- 143521 

102. ff%TT #r, 

TT tttt TTTT TT ?TTTT 
wftTTT8 

--TI u/1 U'f. TRT.fr 

i,hup41 tiht ttttt 

fTTT : TTTSF 
TTTT - 144408 

103. #T, 

T^J ?1F3T 

56 tt / 4t, Ttsfr ftp - 
T^j pr T=rfk 

Pi "i i : T^j 

TT^ pr T^ftr _ 180004 

104. tfiTT#T, TFTTPTT 

T?TTfFT 

TIT T. 1 T7T3TT T^fT 
TFT W TT 
TTTT (twt 

Itftt : RtiP) 

T^J ITT TTffi-r - 182301 

105. tflTT#T, HIGH | ?TPTT 

■ftr TFf! Trft 

fTTT : PMTI 
WIT- 151505 

106. tfiTT#T, TTTpft TP3T 

- TTTFft 

TTrfl TTSTfTT R^IMT T TFT 
TTTFft 

frn: tttt 
TTTT - 142053 
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107. g^m^sTraT 
983, 4T4T T 

WR- 152026 

108. 

g^rnj^siwi 
<il41<=IH 4IJ-H44 
f4#t4FJ T nz , 
pRT : gfsPTRT 
WT7- 152026 

109. #f#44 #41, 

3TFTT ?rrar 

3?i414) #41% -m414 

fto"l=l M fr§", 4TFTT 
fjpTT : ^-SFTT 
wm- 144624 

110 . 

g4T*T ?rrar 
4T4T jtt#)'# l4i 
gniT, 1#HT : 4wr 
44T4- 148028 

111. tfl^FT #41, 

MiM+i-i ?rrar 
138, #4T4 

s "i gl 41 Tt s 

?TT4 frerr % 44% 
M6M4l-i, fsFTT ^ 

44T4- 145001 

112. 4p4H #41, 
fV4l < ?rP4T 
RP44 #. 39 tt4 40 

4T4T4#!' , PWU 
Pftt : uprsn - 
#4T4- 144410 

113. #41, 

4 ■h < h i stpst 

TTTT#!' 4IJ-H44 414PT# 

PfIT : ^fsPTFTT 

WT4- 141114 
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114. 4p44 

?nw 

2435 

^frsr^r "ThT % 4^41+ 

TTFT % *rPTT 
1PpIT : ^fsPTFTT 
WT4- 141007 

115. trr, 

?t#? 1% tt 7 " ?Tpgr 

WT 4.48^ 

?lfte f% 7 T 7 r r 

Vr 111, garr 7 71T 
^4^1 

wttr frg-% h^41t 
Pftt: ^fsPTPTT 
’TTTT - 141013 

116. Sp44 

qrpr sipgr 

1105 - Ri< 4 R""i i, 
qrR ^fl 

IoRh hi^'-h ^jfsnim 
f^pn: ^^fsnrnr 
T31T4- 141001 

117. 4Ri|4 tTT, 

TRT TIT 77 ! STPTT 

^ +IJ-H44 

Pip'd 3HM4M % 7 TTTFT 
3j^44^ nz 
pFTT : T’TTTT 77 ! 

WGT- 143401 

118. 4Pd4 t^, 

dMN f^Tt^TTW 

278 TpT TT? 

TTl^f 

4 Ig0 4 M 14 fd""l I 

Pi "i i : ^FP[ 

tt^- ^9TfF - 180002 


New Delhi, the 14th March, 2017 

S.O. 1296. —In pursuance of sub-rule(4) of rule 10 of the Official Languages (use for official purpose of the 
union) Rules, 1976,the Central Government, hereby notified the listed branches/offices of the following banks in the 
attached annexure, more than 80% of the staff whereof have acquired the working knowledge of hindi. 
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Serial No. 

Name of the Banks 

Number of Branches/offices 

1. 

Union Bank of India 

70 

2. 

Corporation Bank 

17 

3. 

Indian Bank 

31 


Total 

118 


[F.No. 11016/1/2015-OL (Noti.)] 
RAJIV KUMAR, Assistant Director (OL) 

List of Branches/Offices to be notified under Rule 10(4) in the Gazette of Government of India 


Regional Office, Kanpur 

1 

Union Bank of India, 

Tilhar Road Branch 

Umarpur Block Road, 

Tilhar, dist... Shahjahanpur, 

Uttar Pradesh, 242307 

2 

Union Bank of India 

Powayan Branch 

Near Daljeet & Co. 

Petrol Pump, Shahjahanpur, 

Uttar Pradesh 

3 

Union Bank of India, 

Rasulabad Branch 

Subhasha Nagar 

Jhinjhak Road, Dist.Kanpur 

Dehat 209306 

4 

Union Bank of India, 

Hiran Nagar Branch 

317, Hiran Nagar, Unnao 

Regional Office, Udaipur 

5 

Union Bank of India 

Vigyan Nagar Branch 

Prince Plaza 

Jhalawar Road, Vigyan Nagar 

Dist. Kota, Rajasthan 

6 

Union Bank of India 

Shobhagpura Branch 

M.P.Enclave, Opp.Govt.School 

100 Feet Road Shobhagpura Circle 

Udaipur (Rajasthan) 313001 

7 

Union Bank of India 

Savina Kheda Branch 
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Plot No.237, Sector 9 Hiran Magri 

Savina Main Road, Udaipur 

Rajasthan 313001 

8 

Union Bank of India 

Branch- Kudi Bhagtasani, 

Jodhpur 

Shop No.15, 

Opp.Seervi Hostel 

Kudi Bhagtasani Main Road 

Dist.Iodhpur, 

Rajasthan 342005 

9 

Union Bank of India 

Baran Road Branch, Kota 

D-25, Shiv Tower, 

Sukhdhan colony 

Eighty Feet Road 

Nera Police Line 

Baran road, dist.Kota, 

Rajasthan 324001 

10 

Union Bank of India 

Kherwara Chhaoni Branch 

Mool Mani Bhavan Rani road 

Badlaa, Post Kherwara 

Dist.Udaipur, 

Rajasthan 313803 

11 

Union Bank of India 

Karwar Branch 

NIFT Campus New Building, 

Nagaur road. 

Village Karwar 

Dist. Jodhpur, 

Rajasthan 342037 

Regional Office, Delhi (N) 

12 

Union Bank of India 

Ballabgarh Branch (Metro Branch) 

C 489 Chawla Colony 

Ballabgarh Faridabad 

Haryana Pin 121004 

13 

Union Bank of India 

Faridabad Sector 28 

Branch (Metro Br) 

SCF 105 Huda Market 

Sector 28 Faridabad 

Haryana Pin 121002 

Regional Office, Ghazipur 
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14 

Union Bank of India 

Adilabad Branch 

Village Adilabad 

The. Mohammandabad 

Dist. Ghazipur 

UP 233228 

15 

Union Bank of India 

Bharouli Ala Branch 

Village Latthudih 

Post Office Latthudih 

Dist.Ghazipur, UP 233228 

16 

Union Bank of India 

Baddhopur Branch 

Village baddhopur 

Post birno 

Dist. Ghazipur, 

UP 233300 

Regional Office, Azamgarh 

17 

Union Bank of India 

Iltifatganj bazar branch 

At & Post Iltifatganj 

Tahsil Tanda 

Ambedkar Nagar 

Uttar Pradesh, 

pin 224145 

18 

Union Bank of India 

Ballipur branch 

At and post Bariyawan Bazar 

Baskhari, Ambedkar road 

Tehsil akbarpur 

Ambedkarnagar, 

Uttar pradesh pin 224210 

19 

Union bank of India 

Miranpur branch 

At and post Meeranpur 

The Akbarpur 

Ambedkarnagar, 

Uttar pradesh pin 224122 

Regional Office, Karnal 

20 

Union Bank of India 

Gannaur, Sonipat Branch 

Shop No. 512 

Ward No.3, 

Namaste Chowk, 

Main Railway Road, 
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Near New Grain Market, 

Gannaur, 

Sonipat 131101 

21 

Union Bank of India 

Pundri-Kaithal Branch 

Near Anaj Mandi, 

Main Road 

Near Huda Market, 

Pundri, Kaithal 136026 

Regional Office, Jabalpur 

22 

Union Bank of India 

Gorakhpur, Gwarighat Road 

670 Awadhpuri Colony 

Gwarighat, 

Jabalpur (MP) 482008 

Regional Office, Gorakhpur 

23 

Union Bank of India 

Kasya Branch 

Block No.65, Ward No.05 

Lohia Nagar, 

Deoria Padrauna Road 

Kasya Dist-Kushinagar 

Uttar Pradesh 

Pin Code 274402 

Regional Office, Meerut 

24 

Union Bank of India 

Sikandrabad Branch 

Teachers Colony 

Opp. B.D.S. School 

G.T.Road, Sikandarabad 

Dist.Bulandshahar 203205 

Uttar Pradesh 

25 

Union Bank of India 

Service Branch, Meerut 

174, H.K.House 

Delhi Road 

Meerut 250002 

Uttar Pradesh 

Regional Office, Patna 

26 

Union bank of India 

Digha, Patna branch 

Sumitra bhavan, 

Aashiyaana- digha road 

Near IDBI Bank, 
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Patna 

Dist Patna, 

Bihar 800025 

Regional Office, Rajkot 

27 

Union Bank of India 

Dwarka Branch 

Survey No.3539 

Next to Gokul Hotel 

Main Post Office Road, 

Dwarka Dist. 

Devbhumi Dwarka 361335 

Regional Office, Mehsana 

28 

Union Bank of India 

Palanpur Highway Branch 

Opp Gayatri Temple, Palanpur 

Abu Highway, 

Near RTO Circle, 

Palanpur 

Dist. Banaskantha 

(Gujrat) 385001 

Regional Office, Surat 

29 

Union Bank of India 

Mid Corporate Branch 

Ground Floor, Saifee Building, 

Opp. Dutch Garden Road 

Nanpura, Surat, Pin 395001 

30 

Union Bank of India 

Vadod Branch 

Shree Mandvi Vibhag Sahkari Khand Udyog 
Mandli Ltd. 

At Vadod, Post Bodhan 

Tal. Mandvi, Dist.Surat 

Pin 394140 

Regional Office, Badoda 

31 

Union Bank of India, 

Lunawada branch 

51 Ganesh colony, 

Varadhari Road 

Lunawada, 

Tal Lunawada 

Dist. Mahisagar 

Gujarat 389230 

Regional Office, Mumbai (N) 

32 

Union Bank of India 

Mahad Branch 
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PUNYAI, 2046, 

chatrapati Shivaji road. 

Behind S.T.Depot, 

At & Post Mahad 

Dist.Raigad, 

Maharashtra 402301 

33 

Union Bank of India 

Roha Branch 

Shop No. 15 & 16 

S.T.Bus Stand, 

Commercial Complex, 

Roha, Dist.Raigad 

Maharashtra 402109 

Regional Office, Nasik 

34 

Union Bank of India 

Niphad Branch 

Plot No.359, 

Hanuman Nagar 

Near Vithal Temple 

At & Po Niphad 

Tal Niphad, 

Dist.Nasik 

Pin 422 303 

35 

Union Bank of India 

Kalwan Branch 

Bhagwati Sankul 

Near R.K.M School 

Market Yard Roiad 

Ganesh Nagar, 

At & Po. Kalwan 

Dist.Nasik 423501 

36 

Union Bank of India 

Vadner Bhairav Branch 

18 Main road. 

Near Grampanchayat 

At & Post Vadner bhairav 

Tal Chandwad 

Dist.Nasik 423111 

Regional Office, Nellore 

37 

Union Bank of India 

Badvel Branch 

1 st floor, D.No.3-1-66-1 

Badvel, Nellore Road 

Badvel 516227 

Y.S.R.Kadapa District, 

Andhra Pradesh 
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38 

Union Bank of India 

Mangalore Citi Branch 

No. 19-6-360/5, 

Arista Enclave 

Ground Floor, 

Pandeshwara 

Mangalore 

Dist.Dakshina Kannada 

Karnataka 575001 

Regional Office, Siligudi 

39 

Union Bank Of India 

Kaliaganj Branch 

N.S.Road, Opposite Old SBI 

Marwari Patti Ward 

NO. 16-Kaliyaaganj 

Municipality, 

Dist. Uttar Dinajpur 

West Bengal, 733129 

40 

Union Bank of India 

Ganga Rampur Branch 

Deshbandhu 

Chittaranjan Apartment 

Chittaranjan Pally, Shib Bari road 

Gangarampur 

Regional Office, Belgaum 

41 

Union Bank of India 

Mudenur, Belggavi Br 

Kashamma, 

House No.42 

Ramappa Lakkappa Jayi Building, 

Near Laxmi Devi Temple, 

Ward No. 1 

PO Mudenur, 

Taluka Ramdurg 

Dist.Belgaum, Karnataka 

42 

Union Bank of India 

Ilkal Branch 

Mahanta Shivayogi Complex 

Bus Stand road, PO Iikal, 

SD Hungund, Dist. Bugalkot 

43 

Union Bank of India 

Sedam Branch 

Plot No.101, SY No.90714, 907/3 

G.K.Road, Sedam 

TQ Sedam, Dist. Gulbarga 
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44 

Union Bank of India 

Sindhanur Branch 

R K Enterprises Building, 

Kustagi Road, Sindhanur 

Dist. Raichur 

45 

Union Bank of India 

Talikoti Branch 

Near S.K.College Compound 

Devar Hippanrgi Road 

PO Talikoti, SD Muddebihai, 

Dist. Bijapur 

46 

Union Bank of India 

Lingsugar, Raichur Branch 

Sakri Complex, Gulbarga Road 

Lingsugur Dist 

Raichur, Karnataka 

47 

Union Bank of India 

Maldinni Branch 

Belgaum Integrated Dev 

Society building, (BIRDS), 

Maldinni Samudaya Kalika Kendra Samithi, 

GP No.860 

Near Bus Stand, 

Maldinni, TQ Gokak 

Dist.Belgaum, Karnataka 

48 

Union Bank of India 

Shahpur Yadgir Branch 

H No 4-73/72(58-44), B.B.Road 

Shahapur 

Dist.Yadgir, Karnataka 

Regional Office, Sambalpur 

49 

Union Bank of India 

NH 6, Ainthaapalli 

Near Income Tax Bhavan 

Dist.Sambalpur 

Odisha, Pin 768004 

Regional Office, Bhubaneswar 

50 

Union Bank of India 

Cuttack Road Branch 

Okhil Bagh, 

Bhubaneswar-751006 

51 

Union Bank of India 

Kalinga Vihar Branch 

Plot no-788/1463 

Sum Hospital Road, 
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Shyampur, 

Bhubaneswar-751003 

52 

Union Bank of India 

Pokhariput Branch 

Kokila Residency,190/702, 

Anant Vihar, 

Pokhariput, 

Bhubaneswar-751020 

53 

Union Bank of Indian 

CDA Bidanasi Branch 

C/436, Sector-6, 

Marketnagar, 

Bidanasi, 

Cuttack 753 014, 

Orissa, 

54 

Union Bank of India 

Infocity branch, 

Bhubaneswar 

Chandaka Industrial Estate, 

Bhubaneswar, Orissa 

Pin 751 024 

55 

Union Bank of India 

Shastrinagar branch 

O.L.I.C. 

Head Office Building, 

N-17/2, Nayapalli, 

Bhubaneswar 751012, (Orissa) 

56 

Union Bank of India 

Omfed Square branch, 

Bhubaneswar, 

Chandrasekharpur 

Post. Mancheswar, 

Bhubaneswar-751 017 

57 

Union Bank of India 

Patia Branch, Bhubneswar 

1st Floor, Sri Sai Anandam 

Commercial Complex 

Plot No.386/21, Patia 

Bhubaneswar, 

Orissa. 

PIN-751024 

58 

Union Bank of India 

Samantapur branch, 

C-2 Prajnapitha, 

Samantapur, 

Chandrasekharpur, 
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Bhubaneswar-751013 (Orissa) 

59 

Union Bank of India 

Balugaon branch 

Near Hotel Digantika 

Main Road, Balugaon 

Dist. Khurda 752030 

60 

Union bank of india, 

Astaranga Branch 

AT/PO Astaranga 

SD -Kakatpur.Dist- Puri, 

Orissa 752109 

61 

Union bank of india 

Union loan point (ulp) 

bhubaneshwar 

Plot no. 3/1, 

A Civic Center, 

Near Hotel Crown, 

IRC Village, Nayapalli, 

Dist.- Khurda 

Bhubaneshwar, 

Orissa 751015 

Regional Office, Samstipur 

62 

Union Bank Of India 

Kasha Tajpur Branch 

Cold Storage Chowk 

NH 28, Tajpur 

Dist- Samastipur (Bihar), 

Pin Code-848101 

63 

Union Bank of India 

Dharampur Branch 

Ward No. 9, Samastipur 

Dist- Samastipur (Bihar) 

Pin Code- 848101 

64 

Union Bank of India 

Narkatiaganj Branch 

Ary a Samaj Road, 

Po- Narkatiaganj, 

PS- Shikarpur, 

Dist- West Champaran (Bihar) 

Pin Code- 845455 

65 

Union Bank of India 

Baligarh Branch 

Bhagwati Sthan Chowk, 

Baligarh Bazar, 

Vill+Po-Baligarh, 

PS- Runni Saidpur, 
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Dist- Sitamarhi (Bihar) 

Pin Code- 843328 

66 

Union Bank of India 

Mirganj Branch 

Hathua More, 

post- Mirganj, 

Dist- Gopalganj (Bihar) 

Pin Code- 841438 

67 

Union Bank of India 

Sonaili Branch 

Vill+post- Sonaili, 

Dist- Katihar (Bihar) 

Pin Code- 855114 

68 

Union Bank of India 

Patturaikaal Branch 

Shivasailam Building 

Shaoranur Road, 

Trichur, Kerala 680022 

69 

Union Bank of India 

West Fort (Trichur) 

Sivasakthi Building 

Sankara Iyer Road 

Trichur 

Kerala 680004 

70 

Union Bank of India 

Mannarkkad Branch 

Kudu Complex 

Near Bus Stand 

Palakkad road 

Mannarkkad, 

Palakkad 678582 

71 

CORPORATION BANK 

ZONAL OFFICE (8829) 

APOORVA CHAMBERS, 

SUNNY MEADS LANE 

PALAYAM, THIRUVANANTHAPURAM, 

KERALA. 

PIN CODE: 695034 

72 

CORPORATION BANK 

PALAI BRANCH (1220) 

GROUND FLOOR, XVIII/240 (7,8,9) 

PENDANATHU PLAZA, VELLAPPADU 

PALA-ETTUMANOOR ROAD 

PALAI, KOTTAYAM DISTRICT, 

KERALA 

PIN CODE: 686575 
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73. 

CORPORATION BANK 

THIRUVANANTHAPURAM - TECHNO 
PARK BRANCH(1323) 

UDAYA BUILDING, UDAYA SQUARE 

KAZHAKKOOTTAM PO 

THIRUVANANTHPURAM DISTRICT 

PIN CODE: 695582 

74. 

CORPORATION BANK 

PAVUMBA BRANCH(1427) 

FIRST FLOOR 

PARADAYIL BUILDING 

PALAMOODU 

PAVUMBA, 

PIN CODE: 690574 

75. 

CORPORATION BANK 

RANNI BRANCH (1429) 

DOOR NO II -303 (A) 

FIRST FLOOR, EMCEE TOWER 

MAMUKKU, RANNI 

PATHANAMTHITTA DISTRICT, 

KERALA, PIN CODE: 689673 

76. 

CORPORATION BANK 

THODUPUZHA BRANCH (1430) 

FIRST FLOOR, PUTHIRI TOWERS 

NEAR KSRTC BUS STAND 

IDUKKI ROAD, THODUPUZHA. 

IDUKKI DISTRICT, KERALA 

PIN CODE: 685584 

77. 

CORPORATION BANK 

PATHIYOOR BRANCH( 1624) 

VARAMPATHANATHU CHAITRAM, 

SHOP N0.76C/76D, 

KAKKANAD IUNCTION, ERUVA POST 

KAYAMKULAM. ALLAPUZHA 

DISTRICT, KERALA, PIN CODE: 690572 

78. 

CORPORATION BANK 

KUTTIVATTOM BRANCH(1626) 

ANAND ARCADE, 

VADAKKUMTHALA P O 

KUTTIVATTOM, KARUNAGAPPALLY 

KOLLAM DISTRICT, KERALA 

PIN CODE: 690536 

79. 

CORPORATION BANK 

TRIVANDRUM - SERVICE BRANCH 
(1715) 

T.C 4/924 (2) 

1ST FLOOR, R & K COMPLEX, 
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PIPE LINE ROAD, KOWDIAR 

THIRUVANANTHAPURAM, KERALA 

PIN CODE: 695003 

80 

CORPORATION BANK, 

RETAIL LOAN CENTRE (1771) 

APOORVA CHAMBERS 

SUNNY MEADS LANE, 

PALAYAM, THIRUVANANTHAPURAM 

KERALA 

PIN CODE: 695034 

81. 

CORPORATION BANK 

KANJIRAPALLI BRANCH (1805) 

MUKKADAN BUILDINGS 

KURISINKAL JUNCTION 

KANJIRAPALLI 

KOTTAYAM DISTRICT , 

KERALA 

PIN CODE: 686507 

82. 

CORPORATION BANK 

ATHIRAMPUZHA BRANCH (1806) 

MALAYIL BUILDINGS 

CENTRAL JUNCTION 

ATHIRAMPUZHA 

KOTTAYAM DISTRICT, 

KERALA 

PIN CODE: 688562 

83. 

CORPORATION BANK 

CHARUMMOODU BRANCH (1817) 

ARUTHUNDIL NEBO TOWERS 

K.P.ROAD, CHARUMMOODU 

ALAPPUZHA DISTRICT 

KERALA 

PIN CODE: 690505 

84. 

CORPORATION BANK 

KUDAYATHOOR BRANCH (1844) 

KPX 80, 81,82 

UNNATHOTTATHIL BLDG 

KUDAYATHOOR PO 

IDUKKI, KERALA, 

PIN CODE: 685590 

85. 

CORPORATION BANK 

KARUKACHAL BRANCH (1737) 

DOOR NO.V/118B/IV 

LARA TOWERS 

VAZHOOR ROAD 

KARUKACHAL 
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KOTTAYAM DISTRICT, KERALA 

PIN CODE: 686540 

86. 

CORPORATION BANK 

ATTINGAL BRANCH (1425) 

GROUND FLOOR 

AVITTOM COMPLEX 

N.H. 47 , MAMOM 

KIZHUVILOM P.O 

ATTINGAL, 

TRIVANDRUM DISTRICT 

KERALA , PINCODE : 695104 

87 

CORPORATION BANK 

ZONAL OFFICE : THANE (CODE NO. 

8828) 

CORAL SQUARE, IIND FLOOR 

OPP. SURAJ WATER PARK 

GHODBUNDER ROAD 

THANE (WEST)-400 615 

MAHARASHTRA STATE 

88 

INDIAN BANK, 

Zonal Office : Ludhiana 

SCF-88, 

Urban Estate 

Phase -1, Dugri 

Ludhiana 

Punjab - 141013 

89 

INDIAN BANK, 

Barnala Branch 

B-X/835 

K.C. Road 

Barnala 

Punjab - 148101 

90 

INDIAN BANK, 

Akhnoor Branch 

Indian Bank Ward No. 12 

Near BSNL Telephone Exchange 

Akhnoor Main Road 

Tehsil : Akhnoor 

District: Jammu 

Jammu and Kashmir - 181201 

91 

INDIAN BANK, 

Batala Branch 

SCF 29-30 

Urban Estate 

Sector - 1 

Batala 
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District: Gurdaspur 

Punjab - 143505 

92 

INDIAN BANK, 

Bhagpura Branch 

Baba Ishar Singh Group of Colleges 

Bhagpur Alias Gagra 

District: Moga 

Punjab - 142043 

93 

INDIAN BANK, 

BRS Nagar Branch 

S.C.O.39 

Block - G 

Opp. Sarabha Nagar Police station 

B.R.S. Nagar 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab - 141012 

94 

INDIAN BANK, 

Circular Road Branch 

60 Circular Road 

Near Rattan Singh Chowk 

District: Amritsar 

Punjab : 143001 

95 

INDIAN BANK, 

Dayal Nagar Branch 

B/38-4410 

Avtar Nagar Road 

Dayal Nagar 

District: Jalandhar City 

Punjab : 144003 

96. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Doraha Branch 

Ajaib Singh Complex 

Opposite Fly Over 

G T Road , Doraha 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab: 141421 

97. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Ferozepur Branch 

Circular Road 

Baghdadi Gate 

Ferozepur City 

District: Ferozepur 

Punjab : 152002 

98. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Faridkot Branch 
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Jubilee Cinema Chowk 

Circular Road , Faridkot 

District: Faridkot 

Punjab: 151203 

99. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Fathegarh Naubad Branch 

C/O Guru Kashi University 

Sardoolgarh Road 

Tawlwandi Sabo 

District: Bathinda 

Punjab: 151302 

101 

INDIAN BANK, 

Goraya Branch 

G T Road , Goraya 

District: Jalandhar 

Punjab : 144409 

101. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Gurdaspur Branch 

22 Improvement Trust Building 

G T Road 

Gurdaspur 

District: Gurdaspur 

Punjab : 143521 

102. 

INDIAN BANK, 

H M V College Road 

SCF 8 , Improvement Scheme 

BSF Colony 

Opp. HMV College 

District: Jalandhar 

Punjab : 144001 

103. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Jammu Branch 

56 A / B, Gandhi Nagar 

Jammu 

Jammu and Kashmir 

District: Jammu 

Jammu and Kashmir : 180004 

104. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Katra Branch 

Keshav Hotel 

Ward No.l Prashar Street 

Banganga Road 

Katra (Vaishnodevi) 

District: Reasi 

Jammu and Kashmir : 182301 
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105. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Mansa Branch 

Neem Wali Gali 

District: Mansa 

Punjab: 141505 

106. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Matwani Branch 

VPO - Matwani 

Near Govt. Middle School 

Matwani, District: Moga 

Punjab : 142053 

107. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Muktwar Branch 

983, Sadar Branch 

Near Ghas Mandi Chowk 

Muktsar , Punjab : 152026 

108. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Mullanpur Branch 

Dhaliwal Complex 

Ferozepur Road 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab : 141101 

109. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Nadala Branch 

Dhilwan Road 

Nadala , District: Kapurthala 

Punjab : 144624 

110. 

INDIAN BANK, Sunam Branch 

Mata Modi Chowk 

Sunam , District: Sangrur 

Punjab : 148028 

111. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Pathankot Branch 

138 Ramlila Ground 

Dalhousie Road 

Backside Hotel Shan 

Pathankot, District: Gurdaspur 

Punjab : 145001 

112. 

INDIAN BANK, Phillaur Branch 

Building No. 39 and 40 

Dana Mandi, Phillaur 

District: Jalandhar 

Punjab : 144410 

113. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Samrala Branch 
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Opp. M G Complex 

Khanna Road 

Samrala , District: Ludhiana 

Punjab: 141114 

114. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Sunder Nagar Branch 

2435 Main Road 

Near Basti Jodhewal Chowk 

Opp. Indian Oil Petrol Pump 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab: 141007 

115. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Shahid Karnail Singh Nagar Branch 

House No.48C 

Shaheed Karnail Singh Nagar 

Phase III, Sua Road 

Jawadi, Near Pakhowal Road 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab : 141013 

116. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Tagore Nagar Branch 

1105 - Kiran Villa 

Tagore Nagar B 

Civil Lines Ludhiana 

District: Ludhiana 

Punjab : 141001 

117. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Tarn Taran Branch 

Sandhu Complex 

Opp Civil Hospital 

Amritsar Road 

District: Tarn Taran 

Punjab : 143401 

118. 

INDIAN BANK, 

Talab Tillu Branch 

278 Main Road 

Opp. Moderndevans Brewery 

Bohri Talab Tillo 

District: Jammu 

Punjab : 180002 
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Tf f#r#3, 14 TIT#, 2017 

W.3TT. 1297— 4<4K, TT^rTTOT (?TT % $TT7T#4 Wt^TTT % f#rr ^rTT) f^TTR", 1 976 % f#4TT 10 % 
f#4TT (4) % 4^f4<U| if 3fg#sr if iPHp=H RnPlPsld # 4 # #T ^#l4<sl ?rP3T3lf/4l4'M4l 4#, 1#FI% 80% # arfsTT 

+44 iP A i 4 f|#f 4T 4l44IST4 tTPT TTTTT W f^RTT I, 3TfsRjf%TT 4^33 |l 


4T.4". 

3#T 4T 414 

§|j<4l4f # 4te4l 

1. 

idd #4 414 

203 


f*T 

203 


[TTt 11016 / 1 / 201 5-f|. (srflr.)] 

fTp-r, 4^144 f#%?T47 (TT.4T.) 


TTjPTPTT 1976 % f^FT 10(4) % sfcPfa arfjHjPld 1 %tt ^ =n% 4l4F<H4f / 3TTW3?f ^#3 


1 

41 < 414 idd 34 

f#? 131^4 344;.Rl4 #f#rr ?tP4T 

TTrr.#t. tff3, wtrt 

TflWJT 

3Tfr< 7T%?T - 273013 

2 

41 <414 4dd 34 

^44- SPPT ?TP4T, 4TR 

44P,4I 

-TrcTT 7T%?T - 274502 

3 

41 <414 idd 34 

4 <4 <41 4 m 1 < §rrar, f# i rn' 

44KM44 ■TrcTT 4%?T - 273305 

4 

41 <31 4 Ad 34 

4WT ?TT4T, f#44l 4NI< 

4 £<M44 

'TrfTT 7f%?T — 273163 

5 

41 <314 idd 34 

4TTT?ffTT ?TT4T , 414441 

44<M44 

^747 7T<4T- 273162 

6 

41 <314 idd 34 

TO4MH ?TT4T 
f^ra"#47p: 

4c4T7T<4T- 272153 

7 

41 <314 idd 34 

#T4FT 33.33.33. STP3T 
f#4l l i< 

4c4T4%?T- 231001 
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TT3FTFT W 4lpK^<, 

4757 3rfR 4%?T - 276405 

19 

4 1 <41 4 Ad 3 4 
wf^TT srpgr, 

4"4" T"f%5T4 'T4T 

44Tl£f, ^rrTT 4%?T - 221306 

20 

4l J 4l4 Ad 4‘4; 
f SJ4T 4MI< SIM, 

4MI< 

4444^, 3rffr 444 - 222143 

21 

41 <414 Ad 3 + 
frRf ?rrar, 

435 4P-T #1 

TT35, 3747 444- 275101 

22 

4 1 <41 4 Ad % 

5T4T4 °444T4 444144-7 

41^41 

3747" 444 — 233001 

23 

41 <414 Ad f^F 

Pt^ 4T4T7 41 - 47 , 

"HsM 3 47= 4T4 fir 

4171441 

37TT7 444 — 221002 

24 

41 <414 Ad 3 + 

f4"44 4t.4t.4t. 4rai 

siP*<M4<, 

H4H3i 

3747 444 - 226 016 

25 

4i <414 Ad Iff 
^trt ?rrar 

f4f <15, S dll'4 1 

~HsM3 

3747 444 - 226 203 

26 

4 H 414 Ad 1 + 

4"4l4'i^ STMT 

4441H 447 

H J sM 3 

3747 444 - 226 022 

27 


28 

4 1 <414 Ad % 

TT 74 -.TT.TT 74 -. sjPd<M4< 4P3T 


7f%?T - 226 016 
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133 

*11 A) 4 fid ^ 

'1)4141 WT4R STM 

WdNK 

37fTT 7f%?T - 209601 

134 

'41 "Tl 4 Ad 44 

A41 §rraT 

f^Tf 

'JrfTT ST4’?T — 241001 

135 

4 l<4)-4 Ad 44 
fAri ?twt 

fTfrf 

4fcTT ST4’?T - 241001 

136 

4H-^4 Ad 4 + 

?1W 

4AsII4K 

3747 sr%$T - 209739 

137 

4Kcfl4 Ad 4 + 

TTfft^TWr 

3747 4^-241123 

138 

4lfcfl4 Ad 44 

4Tfr^R ?1WT 

4^1414 

377T7 4^T - 207505 

139 

4Kcfl4 Ad 44 

XT^ffe 4|Ri4 ?iwr 

98, R)R^ 

^rMt, 3743 4A?T - 284001 

140 

4HA14 Ad 44 

444^1 447 ?1W 

4MM,<, 3747 - 208011 

141 

4lf4l4 Ad 44 

ffHHM 3TTWT 

^ <sM d> 1 ^ Hd, fl-S 

dHM, 3733 - 209870 

142 

4lf4l4 Ad 44 

44 4 M ?TT?1T 

dHI4 

3747 XT%»T - 209863 

143 

4K-fi4 Ad 44 
f^r^iwr, 4M , ]f 

3747 3%?T-209210 

144 

4k41-m Ad 44 

'414141 mw 

4MM,<, 3747 443 -208002 
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3RT - 230304 

156 

•NKeTh Ad 4 + 

fR d<:HI44 h41 *)RR & 1 l<sl 1 

^rrefr 

^TcR^T-212207 

157 

^I<4l4 Ad 4 + 

RR #4 '-h'+c] 3TTWT 

H1 <f-d - <4 mA 

TFTWAft 

37dT^T- 229212 

158 

^I<4l4 Ad 4 + 

<i44m ?rnaT 
sm4t 

3RT ^r%?T - 229402 

159 

■Hl<4l4 Ad 4-+ 

^<•44?TT7fT 

TR^Aft 

3RT ^r%?T - 229303 

160 

■4l<4l4 Ad 4 + 
eftrr ?wr 

TFRAft 

3RT R 9 f - 229204 

161 

^I<4l4 Ad 4 + 

?iwr 

RT4do Cl-S, <144441 

37tR - 229405 

162 

^i< 4|4 Ad 4+ 

4 i^m ?iwr 

TT^flTT - 3RT^TT 

<14 4 <41, 37R -229205 

163 

^ 1 < 4l 4 Ad 4 + 
f%Tt?TT7fT, <14 41 

3RT - 229205 

164 

^i<4l4 Ad 4+ 

A -h A d i ?iw 
<14 4 <41 

229126 

165 

^I<4l4 Ad 4+ 

'Rd 1 ^ ?R1T, <144441 

37cK - 229402 

166 

•NK4I4 Ad 4 + 

$444*1 ?TWT, 

<14 4 <41 

3RT R 9 T - 229303 
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167 

'HKcfl'M Ad 

WT STTWT, 

ERR - 229404 

168 

^KcTl-M Ad 

?rraT 

TRWAft 

3RR - 229306 

169 

Ad 

?tfit 

3RR^T-211019 

170 

^KcTl-M Ad 

tTTTT dTRT ?1W 

3RR^?T- 211012 

171 

'HKcfl'M Ad 

5H<^M sttwt 

RTCT, ~R?RT%H -210001 

172 

Ad 

TTsmr^iwr 

wr 

•3RR T%?T - 212601 

173 

^KcTl-M Ad 
weit ?iw 

EfRT 

3RR^T- 210427 

174 

^KcTl-M Ad 

STMT 

SEAT, 

RRR - 229402 

175 

^Kcfl4 Ad 4 + 

3TTWT 

ter - 

•37R - 229402 

176 

^Kcfl4 Ad 

RTf^HRI 3TF3T 

SRT^t, 

RRR - 229402 

177 

Ad 

R?fEFR?TFlT 

sm^t 

3RR ST%$T - 229402 

178 
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200 

*mtfl m Ad 

<\m w ATI 

37TT vfesn - 229308 

201 

Ad 

Tmft 3TTWT 

Pl=hd -4!<Jt?l 

wfi 

37TT T%?T - 229206 

202 

^KcTl-M Ad 
h41<MK 3TTW 

H do ^ | 0 

TFkrAft 

37TT - 229307 

203 

^KcTl-M Ad 
^wtfrr^TraT 

WFFT^ 

37TT - 230306 


New Delhi, the 14th March, 2017 

S.O. 1297. — In pursuance of sub-rule(4) of rule 10 of the Official Languages (use for official purpose of the 
union) Rules, 1976,the Central Government, hereby notified the listed branches/offices of the following banks in the 
attached annexure, more than 80% of the staff whereof have acquired the working knowledge of hindi. 


Serial No. 

Name of the Banks 

Number of Branches/offices 

1. 

State Bank of India 

203 


Total 

203 


[F. No. 11016/1/2015-OL (Noti.)] 
RAJIV KUMAR, Assistant Director (OL) 


List of Branches/Offices of the State Bank of India to be notified under Rule 10(4) in the Gazette of 

Government of India 


1 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SPL PERSONAL BANKING BRANCH 

M. B. TOWERS, CHARGAAVAN 
GORAKHPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 273013 

2 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ROOPAN CHHAPRA, LAAR 

DEORIA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 274502 

3 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BARGADVA BAJAR, PIPARA 
MAHARAJGANJ 

UTTAR PRADESH - 273305 
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4 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SABYAA, SISVAA BAIAR 
MAHARAJGANJ 

UTTAR PRADESH - 273163 

5 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

S AM ARDHIR A A, NAUTANVA 
MAHARAIGANJ 

UTTAR PRADESH - 273162 

6 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PATHRA BAIAR 

IDDHARTH NAGAR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 272153 

7 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SPECIAL P.B.B. BRANCH 

MIRZAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 231001 

8 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

VINDHYACHAL ROAD BRANCH 

AMR A V ATI CHAURAHA 

VINDHYACHAL 

MIRZAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 231307 

9 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

DEORIA BRANCH, 

GAZIPUR JAMANIYA HIGHWAY 
GAZIPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 232340 

10 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE-6 

SBI ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
BUILDING 

VARANASI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221002 

11 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 
PAIGAMBARPUR BRANCH, 
PAIGAMBURPUR PUNCH KOSI ROAD 
VARANASI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221007 

12 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PERSONAL BANKING BRANCH , 
AGARSANDA 

MULAYAM NAGAR, GARAHWAAR 
ROAD 

BALIA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 277001 

13 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HATHI BAZAR BRANCH 

VARANASI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221405 

14 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KATHIRAON BRANCH 

KATHIRAON CHAUMUHANI 

VARANASI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221207 

15 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UGAAPUR BRANCH 

POST: AURAI 

SANT RAVIDAS NAGAR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221024 

16 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SEEKRARA BRANCH 
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JAUNPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 222131 

17 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HARBANSPUR BRANCH 

AZAMGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 276001 

18 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

WALIDPUR BRANCH 

MAU NAATH BHANJAN - WALIDPUR 
MAU, UTTAR PRADESH - 276405 

19 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KHAMARIYA BRANCH 

GRAM & POST: KHAMARIYA 

SANT RAVI DAS NAGAR 

BHADOHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221306 

20 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BANDHWA BAZAR BRANCH 

BANDHWA BAZAR 

JAUNPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 222143 

21 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MIRZA HADIPUR BRANCH 

MAU NATH BHANJAN, MAU 

UTTAR PRADESH - 275101 

22 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE-7 
GAZIPUR, UTTAR PRADESH-233001 

23 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GILAT BAZAR BRANCH 

LUCKNOW BYE-PASS-ROAD 

VARANASI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221002 

24 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SPECIAL P.B.B. BRANCH 

INDIRANAGAR 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226016 

25 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ITAUNJA BRANCH, 

NEAR POLICE STATION 

BAKSHI KA TALAB 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226203 

26 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KALYANPUR BRANCH 

TEHIL SADAR, LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH 226022 

27 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TAKROHIBRANCH 

INDIRANAGAR, LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH 226016 

28 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HAL INDIRANAGAR BRANCH 
FAIZABAD ROAD HAL 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH 226016 

29 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SNIINTOUCH INDIRANAGAR BRANCH 
LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226016 
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30 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BABUGANJBRANCH 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226003 

31 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CIVIL LINES BRANCH 

NEAR AMBEDKAR CHAURAHA 
KUTCHERY ROAD 

GONDA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271001 

32 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KATRA BAZAR BRANCH 

COLONEL GANJ 

GONDA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271503 

33 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SADULLAH NAGAR BRANCH 
BALRAMPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271307 

34 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BALPUR BRANCH 

BALPUR BAZAR, 

GONDA 

UTTAR PRADESH 271125 

35 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KHARAGPUR BRANCH 

GONDA 

UTTAR PRADESH 271204 

36 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

EKAUNA BRANCH , 

EKAUNA BYE PASS 

SHRAWASTI, 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271845 

37 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KATRA BYEPASS BRANCH 

SHRAVASTI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271845 

38 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RANI BAZAR BRANCH 

BARGAON, GONDA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271204 

39 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAIAPUR BRANCH 

NEAR RAIAPUR CHAURAHA 
LAKHIMPUR KHERI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 262701 

40 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MASTER BAGH BRANCH 

KASMANDA, 

SITAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 261302 

41 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PHOOL BEHAR BRANCH 

LAKHIMPUR KHERI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 262701 

42 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KH AM ARIA PANDIT BRANCH 

POST: AERA ESTATE 

LAKHIMPUR KHERI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 262722 

43 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

AMIR NAGAR BRANCH 
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AMIR NAGAR 

LAKHIMPUR KHERI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 262804 

44 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SUNDARAWAL BRANCH 

LAKHIMPUR KHERI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 262701 

45 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PISAWAN BAZAR BRANCH 

SITAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 261151 

46 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CHUNGI CHAURAHA BRANCH 
KHAIRABAD 

SITAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 261001 

47 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAMKOT BRANCH 

KHAIRABAD 

SITAPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 261001 

48 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KAUSHALPURI BRANCH 

FAIZABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 224001 

49 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ALIGANJ SULTANPUR BRANCH 

BLOCK KURWAR 

SULTANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 227805 

50 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

POORA BAZAAR BRANCH 

SADAR FAIZABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 224171 

51 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

AMANIGANJ BRANCH 

FAIZABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 224121 

52 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KATRA KHANPUR BRANCH 
DWARIKAGANJ, TEHSIL SADAR 
SULTANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 228125 

53 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PBB PYAGIPUR BRANCH 

NEAR FCI GARDEN, PAYAGIPUR 
CHAURAHA 

SULTANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 228001 

54 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

AVADH UNIVERSITY BRANCH 
SULTANPUR ROAD 

FAIZABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 224001 

55 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HAZRATGANJBRANCH 

1, SHAHNAJAF ROAD 

HAZRATGANJ 

LUCKNOW, UTTAR PRADESH - 226001 

56 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

NEELMATHA BRANCH 
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HARIHARPUR NEELMATHA 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226002 

57 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BUDESHWAR CHAURAHA BRANCH 
BUDESHWAR CHAURAHA 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226017 

58 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

VIDHAN SABHA MARG BRANCH 

19C, VIDHAN SABHA MARG 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226001 

59 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HARAKH BRANCH 

HAIDERGARH ROAD 

BARABANKI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 225121 

60 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KOTWA SADAK BRANCH 

POST: HATAUNDHA 

BARABANKI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 225415 

61 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TIKAITNAGAR BRANCH 

BARABANKI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 225415 

62 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SAFDARGANJBRANCH 

BARABANKI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 225415 

63 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MAHSI BRANCH 

BAHRAICH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271824 

64 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RUPAIDIHA BRANCH 

TAL NANPARA 

BAHRAICH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271881 

65 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

JAITAPUR BAZAR BRANCH 

TEHSIL - MAHSI 

BAHRAICH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 271902 

66 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RBO - VI, 

BARABANKI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 225001 

67 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

VIBHUTI KHAND BRANCH 

GOMTI NAGAR 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226010 

68 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UTRETHIA BRANCH 

NEAR POWER HOUSE, SECTOR 9-B 
VRINDAVAN YOJANA, LUCKNOW 
UTTAR PRADESH - 226002 

69 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 
PATRAKARAPURAM BRANCH 
GOMTINAGAR, 
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LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226010 

70 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KANPUR ROAD BRANCH 

SINGAR NAGAR 

KANPUR ROAD 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226005 

71 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SAINIK SCHOOL BRANCH 

SCOOTER INDIA CHOWRAHA, 

SAROJINI NAGAR, 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226008 

72 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PBB AASHIANA BRANCH 

SECTOR L, AASHIANA COLONY, 
KANPUR ROAD, LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226012 

73 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SARAI SHEKH BRANCH 

SATRIKH ROAD , CHINHAT 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 227105 

74 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

AMAUSI INDUSTRIAL AREA BRANCH 
LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226008 

75 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RBO - VII, HABIBULLAH ESTATE, 
HAZARATGANJ 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226001 

76 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BIJNOR BRANCH 

CRPF CAMPUS BIJNOR 

LUCKNOW 

UTTAR PRADESH - 226002 

77 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

EKTA VIHAAR BRANCH 

EKTA VIHAAR 

MORADABAD - 244001 

78 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 
THAKURDWARA CITY BRANCH 

TEHSIL - THAKURDWARA 
MORADABAD - 244001 

79 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ASSAM RAD PURANPUR BRANCH 
KOTWALI ROAD, 

TEHSIL - PURANPUR 

PILIBHIT-262122 

80 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PAKKA KATRA BRANCH 

KRISHI UTPADAN MANDI SAMITE 
TILHAR 

SHAHJAHANPUR - 242307 

81 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ABHAYPUR BRANCH 

POST- BHOJIPURA 

NAINITAL ROAD 

BAREILLY 
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82 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MIRZAPUR BRANCH 

BLOCK - MIRZAPUR 

TEHSIL - JALALABAD 

SHAHJAHANPUR - 242127 

83 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BRAHM BAZAR BRANCH 

SAMBHAL 

UP - 202412 

84 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PILI KOTHI BRANCH 

MORADABAD - 244001 

85 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

NAWADA INDIPUR BRANCH 

BLOCK DADRAUL 

TEHSIL - SADAR 

SHAHJAHANPR - 243001 

86 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GHANTA GHAR BRANCH 

BADAUN-243601 

87 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

NAUSHERA BRANCH 

BADAUN-243601 

88 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KHASPURA BRANCH 

NOORPUR 

MORADABAD ROAD 

BIJNOR - 346734 

89 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MADANPUR BRANCH 

TEHSIL SADAR 

SHAHJAHANPUR - 244601 

90 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MAWASI BRANCH 

RAMPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 244924 

91 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PARSAKHERA BRANCH 

C.B. GANJ 

BAREILLY - 243502 

92 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TANAKPUR ROAD BRANCH 

NAKTA DANA CHAURAHA 

CIVIL LINES 

PILIBHIT-243301 

93 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAM NAGAR BRANCH 

TEHSIL - AONLA 

BAREILLY - 243301 

94 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SENDHA BRANCH 

TEHSIL- MOHAMMDPUR PATHRA 
AONLA 

BAREILLY - 243301 

95 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BAHJOI CITY BRANCH 

SAMBHAL 

UTTAR PRADESH - 244412 

96 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BILAKUNDA BRANCH 
(DUNGARPUR) 

MORDABAD - 244925 
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97 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BAHJUIA BRANCH 

TEHSIL - AONLA 

BAREILLY - 243301 

98 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

DELAPEER BRANCH 

NEAR KESHLATA HOSPITAL 

POST- IZZATNAGAR 

BAREILLY - 243122 

99 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HARRUNAGLA BRANCH 

BISALPUR ROAD 

BAREILLY - 243006 

100 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KANDHARPUR BRANCH 

LAL PHATAK ROAD 

BAREILLY - 2443001 

101 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KURMANCHAL NAGAR BRANCH 

POST - IZZATNAGAR 

BAREILLY - 243122 

102 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

NAGARIA PARIKSHIT BRANCH 

NEAR SHAHEED GATE 

NANITAL ROAD , 

BAREILLY - 243122 

103 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAM GANGA VIHAR BRANCH 

PHASE-1, KANTH ROAD 

MORADABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 244001 

104 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE - VI 
RAMPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 244901 

105 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

J. S. HINDU COLLEGE BRANCH 
AMROHA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 244221 

106 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

DHANAURA BRANCH 

POST- NAZIBABAD 

BIJNOR - 246763 

107 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SAIFNI BRANCH, RAMPUR - 202411 

108 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PRAKASH NAGAR BRANCH 
MORADABAD - 244001 

109 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SENDHA BRANCH 

POST- MOHAMMADPUR PATHERA 
BAREILLY - 243301 

110 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MODEL TOWN BRANCH 

OPP. KHUSLOK HOSPITAL 

POST - SHYAM GANJ 

BAREILLY - 243122 

111 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAFIABAD KALAN BRANCH 

TEHSIL - JALALABAD 

SHAHJAHANPUR - 242127 
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112 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REHAR BRANCH 

BIJNOR - 46722 

113 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BILASPUR MANDI BRANCH 

NAVIN MANDI STHAL 

TEHSIL - BILASPUR 

RAMPUR - 244921 

114 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GOPAMAU BRANCH 

HARDOI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 241404 

115 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SAURIKH BRANCH 

KANNAUJ 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209728 

116 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HAMIRPUR ROAD BRANCH 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209214 

117 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MADANPUR BRANCH 

FARRUKKHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209743 

118 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

IBRAHIMGANJ CHHIBRAMAU 

BRANCH 

KANNAUJ 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209721 

119 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KAHINJARI BRANCH 

RASOOLABAD ROAD 

KANPUR DEHAT 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209204 

120 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SHIVLI BRANCH 

KANPUR DEHAT 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209204 

121 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RASDHAN BRANCH 

MAIN CHAURAHA, RASDHAN 

KANPUR DEHAT 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209115 

122 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ARAUL BRANCH 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209202 

123 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAIL MANDI BRANCH 

JASWANT NAGAR 

ETAWAH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 206265 

124 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BAKEWAR BRANCH 

ETAWAH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 206124 

125 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

EKDIL BRANCH 

EKDIL CHAURAHA 

ETAWAH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 206126 
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126 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KONCH BRANCH 

KONCH 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 285205 

127 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BARUA SAGAR BRANCH 

NEAR NAGARPALIKA PARISHAD 
JHANSI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 284201 

128 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAKSA BRANCH 

JHANSI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 284419 

129 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CHIGLAUWA BRANCH 

LALITPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 284403 

130 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UTTARIPURA BRANCH 

UTTARIPURA 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209210 

131 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ADB BANGARMAU BRANCH 

UNNAO 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209858 

132 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PB BRANCH, ETAWAH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 206001 

133 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PBB FARRUKHABAD BRANCH 
FARRUKKHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209601 

134 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SANDIBRANCH 

HARDOI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 241001 

135 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HARDOI CITY BRANCH 

HARDOI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 241001 

136 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

JAHANGANJBRANCH 

FARRUKKHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209739 

137 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PALI BRANCH 

HARDOI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 241123 

138 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KAMPIL BRANCH 

FARRUKKHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 207505 

139 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ELITE CROSSING BRANCH, 

98, CIVIL LINES 

JHANSI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 284001 

140 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KOYLA NAGAR BRANCH 
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KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADES - 208011 

141 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MIYAGANJ BRANCH 

LUCKNOW BANGARMAU ROAD 

UNNAO 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209870 

142 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UNCHGOAN BRANCH 

UNNAO 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209863 

143 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BITHOOR BRANCH 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209210 

144 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SPECIALISED PBB BRANCH 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 208002 

145 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE - VII, 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 208001 

146 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SUJATGANJ BRANCH 

COD CAMPUS 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 208013 

147 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE - II, 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 208001 

148 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TIRLOK MARKET BRANCH 

RAMADEVI G T ROAD 

KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 208007 

149 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PATARA CHUARAHA BRANCH 

KANPUR HAMIRPUR HIGHWAY 
KANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209308 

150 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PBB UNNAO 

UNNAO 

UTTAR PRADESH - 209881 

151 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SAMTHAR BRANCH 

NEAR NAGAR PALIKA PARISHAD 
JHANSI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 284304 

152 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PADILA MAHADEV BRANCH 

CRPF CAMPUS 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211013 

153 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

LALGOPAL GANJ BRANCH 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229413 
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154 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SARENI BRANCH 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229212 

155 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RANIGANJ BRANCH 

OPP. SWAMI KARPATRI INTER 
COLLEGE 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230304 

156 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KRASHI UTPADAN MANDI BRANCH 
KAUSHAMBI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 212207 

157 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RAILWAY COACH FACTORY BRANCH 
POST - LALGANJ 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229212 

158 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RANIGANJ BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

159 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HARCHANDPUR BRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229303 

160 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GAURA BRANCH 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229204 

161 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MADHUPURI BRANCH 

DALMAU ROAD 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229405 

162 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BABUGANJ 

TEHSIL - UNCHAHAR 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229205 

163 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KHIRO BRANCH 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229205 

164 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SEMRAUTA BRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229126 

165 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

JAGATPUR BRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

166 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KUNDANGANJBRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229303 

167 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UMRAN BRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229404 
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168 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

DUSAUTI BRANCH 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229306 

169 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TRIVENIPURAM BRANCH 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211019 

170 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TAGORE TOWN BRANCH 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211012 

171 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

ALIGANJ BRANCH 

BANDA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 210001 

172 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

RADHEYNAGAR BRANCH 

FATHEPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 212601 

173 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MAHOBA CITY BRANCH 

MAHOBA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 210427 

174 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TILOI BRANCH 

AMETHI 

SULTANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

175 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SUCHI BRANCH 

POST: AMETHI 

SULTANPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

176 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

WARISGANJ BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

177 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GANDHINAGAR BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

178 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CHHATOH BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

179 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BINDAGANJ BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229402 

180 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

AHORWA BHAWANI BRANCH 

VILL- SINGHPUR, AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229135 

181 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

UMRI BRANCH 

AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229127 

182 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PANWARI BRANCH 

MAHOBA 

UTTAR PRADESH - 210429 
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183 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

BABUGANJBRANCH 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230503 

184 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PASCHIMGAON BRANCH 

SANGIPUR ROAD 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230503 

185 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

KOTWA BRANCH 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 221505 

186 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 
NOORUDDINPUR ZILLA BRANCH 
AMETHI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229127 

187 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SARILA BRANCH 

HAMIRPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 210432 

188 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

MEJA URJA NIGAM PVT. LTD. 

BRANCH ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 212301 

189 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

DILEEPPUR BRANCH 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230127 

190 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

GAURA BRANCH 

TEHSIL - RANIGANJ 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230306 

191 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

HASWA BRANCH 

FATEHPUR 

UTTAR PRADESH - 212645 

192 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SPECIALISED NRI BRANCH 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211002 

193 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TRIVENI BRANCH 

04 KUTCHERY ROAD 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211002 

194 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE - V 

10-C KUTCHERY ROAD 

ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211002 

195 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CIVIL LINES BRANCH 

LUCKNOW ALLAHABAD ROAD 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229001 

196 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

PBB BRANCH 

ASHOK NAGAR 
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ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211001 

197 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

CIVIL LINES ALLAHABAD BRANCH 
ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211001 

198 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

TRIPURA CHAURAHA BRANCH 
LUCKNOW ALLAHABAD ROAD 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229001 

199 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

REGIONAL BUSINESS OFFICE - VI 

NEAR CARPENTARY SCHOOL 
ALLAHABAD 

UTTAR PRADESH - 211002 

200 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SHIVGARH BRANCH 

RAE BARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229308 

201 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SEMRI BRANCH 

NEAR BHAVNIGARH CHAURAHA 
RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229206 

202 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

NASEERABAD BRANCH 

RAEBARELI 

UTTAR PRADESH - 229307 

203 

STATE BANK OF INDIA 

SUB ANSA BRANCH 

PRATAPGARH 

UTTAR PRADESH - 230306 


+)±MI FFTFR 
3TT%^T 

FF f^fr, 25 Tit, 2017 

FT. FT. 1298.— FTFTF STPF STF (aofF fTTFT) arR^lFFF 1957 (1957 FT 20) (f%F 7FF 7FF F?FTF 
fff Ff?)R44 fftfft I) ^TsrnT9 #rFF-£TPT(1) % arsft^T FTft w f wf, fftsthf, fft II, ^3, ff-?tf 
( ii), 17 FFF^T, 2014 FFTTf?TF, FPFFTFTT FFTFFT 44M4 Ffl^MI ^rr. 3fl\ FWF 413(31), FrfPr 14 

FFF^T, 2014 F FFT?TF FT TFT fR^HI F WF 3^-4) F fWf 'JjfF f)t rnf) •gfrr (RrF tff f?ftf fft 
'Jjfir FTF W t), F FT FF F?" F F^ft Ffi4FR, FFT fR)R44 #T FFT 10 Rt FFSTFT (1) F FsflF, F^ RfFFFT F 
}JFT flFT, FFFf^F FF F 4-4)4 FTFTT F f%%T ft FP) |; 

F)t 4-4)4 FTFTT FT Ff FFTSITF £[ F4T I, f% FTF FFP#FFF PlR)4^, f%FT ?t 4)'-834001 ,¥TFRF (RrF 
RTF RTF FFTTF 4^410 FFft FFT F4T |), FF fpFSFTT Fir ?TFf FT, FT 4-4)4 FTFTT RT fplFFT FflUlRld FFT 
Ff%F FFfT, FF F f^F TFTFF |; 

FT:, 3TF, 4-4)4 FTFTT, TFT 3tR) 1444 STFT 11 FF-FFT (1) FPT FFF ?lR 1 44l FT FFIF FFT |TT FT 
RTFFFfTt, f%FFF ^ atTRTTTFR RRd FFF 'gRl F FT FF FT F F'jft fRtFP" 410 >i 17 FTFR, 2014 F 4-4)4 
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tptp if pt tttp f^%r tt ptt % ttw, RhRPsm f^snrf affr ?Trf % srsftr grr d- , +.i- r i wft if ffffn fr 
TITT, TTiT :- 

(1) TPrrft wff, ttt Tfsrf^rr % Twff % Tsftr ttt st^sttF^t yR+c ^nr, ^TTiR^i sfk Mf ft tht 
^TPET f^TT tttt ^pff #TT#R TPTP # yld'jR TtPft ; 

(2) 9Tcf (1) % 3T%fpT T^TF 1 ! ^ppft HPTT'^TT RW Tf! T%T wff TT 3TTSrPT TT^T % Wt^TTf % f%TT TTT 

tRFRt # stpt 14 % srsftr ttt arfsFRR 44 tpt f^rr t 111311 sjkRrft irir Tfsrrrn^ sftr Tfsrrrn^ 

TTTTTT % f%TT ld^4d odl+ddl % TTST if 7TO T'ifr spq-, d^dO wff HPT TTT f%TT TTriT aftr TT 
W R%T TTT 'ffir if TT TP TT % Tf^TPf % fpT TT% TTST if apffpf TfR ^ff T'4t Rf^TT 
TTWftrf T TTST if TTTT, T'4t spr 'tfl, 4f+lfl ppff grp TfT f%TT prrpr ; 

(3) ■Pd.l-O wff, TT#fr TPTP TT TT% WllP4i TT f^ff 3PT ^TT T TTT if &H R 1 jR' 4P^ff, TT PT 
WIT Rf|T TTT '^jfT t TT TT TT % TfsTTPl f TP if, TT#tT PP7P TT TT% TTTlPTi HPT TT TT% 
f%rff Tpfniwf % TTT if TTT?TT ft; 

(4) ■H-’TI-H ppff TT Tr#tr 4PP T ^ TJTTTT % fTTT '^jfiprf TT f%rff 3PT °4l+d4i TT &idPT TTT 
?Tfrr T^f frff; affr 

(5) ipff, tt Rt?tt aftr ?Trf tt tttt prft, tt tt#tt ptp hpt, tt Trft tttstt ff, ttt 'sjft - 

% f%f§pp: sNt % f%p i%p ^rnp pt arRi 0 R d f%p ppi 1 

[PT. T. 43015/17/2017-prT ttut ttpTP] 
Tpr. %. f%, tt Tfrr 


MINISTRY OF COAL 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2017 

S.O. 1298. —Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Coal, number S.O. 413(E), dated the 14 th February, 2014, published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part II, 
Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated the 17 th February, 2014, issued under sub-section (1) of section 9 of the Coal Bearing 
Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the lands and all 
rights in or over the said land described in the Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the 
said land) vested absolutely in the Central Government free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of section 10 
of the said Act; 

And whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Central Coalfields Limited, District Ranchi-834001, 
Jharkhand (hereinafter referred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with such terms and conditions as 
the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs, that the said land and all rights in or over the said land so vested shall with effect from the 
17 th February, 2014 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government, shall vest in the Government Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely:- 

1. The Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

2. A Tribunal shall be constituted under section 14 of the said Act for the purpose of determining the 
amounts payable to the Central Government by the Government Company under condition (1) and all 
expenditure incurred in connection with any such Tribunal and persons appointed to assist the Tribunal 
shall be borne by the Government Company and similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal 
proceedings like appeals, etc. for or in connection with the rights, in or over the said lands, so vested, 
shall also be borne by the Government Company; 

3. The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other 
expenditure that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central 
Government or its officials, regarding the rights in or over the said land so vested; 
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4. The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the lands to any other persons without the 
prior approval of the Central Government; and 

5. The Government Company shall abide by such directions and conditions as may be given or imposed by 
the Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/17/2017-LA & IR] 

N. K. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


3nR$T 

tRRteR, 25 Tit, 2017 

W.3TT. 1299. — ETEET ERE StE (3 tRt #7 14 + 14) arfRRtEE 1957 (1957 ET 20) (RrR TE# TEE E?ETT 
OT arfllPl-MH TEE EET t) Rt ERT 9 RtTE-ERT (1) E 3T?Re ET"R ERE E HEME, 3TETERE, W II, WZ 3, EE-RT(ii), 
dlRd 28 ap^RR, 2015 R EEtRTT, ERT TFR E Tid'd I 44Md Rt arflpjETT ET. 3TT. WfE 2936(ar), dlRd 28 
3P^R, 2015 % TET?TT T?" EET aRll^-ddl R ERE 3^41 R eRRt affr RRt SjfR (1RR 713# TEE T?ETT EET SjfR 
EFT EET |), RETETETEERt arfsTEE, EET arfiyiddE Rt EET 10 Rt ETEET (1) E 3TsRt, ERt fRETEET R TJET flTE, 
3 TTe1Re EE R Vsfid EEE R RURt ft EE | ; 

afk, VsTid EEF ET EF EETETT ft EET t, 1# EEE ETeRReE RtR(EE, RfTT iRRt-834001 ,TTEET (fRR 
TEE TEE TETTT EET# EERt EFT EdT |), RR RrE'cJET aRr ?TEf ET, Rt Vsfld ETER TE RiRcd SfRORd TETT Ef%E 
ETE, 3T5ETEE TEE E Re tetRe | I 

EE:, EE, Vsfld ETEE, TET StRtReE Rt EET 11 Rt ET-EET (1) EET TEST ?lRddl ET TEtE TEE fE, EE 
1#E?T RRt t, fR TE EER RRd E ET EE TE E E#t 3TfREE TtRe 28 EtJEE, 2015 E RRe ETEE R TE TEE 
fRfFT EE EEt E EETE, IdHPifRd fRRETT afrr sjEf E 3 tR)E TfR fE, eet# RrRt R fRfFT ft EWE, EEtT 

(1) EtetR EeR, TET ERrfEEE E ETEEf E EsRe EET EEEtRe TfETE, SETT, ^pTETfTET affr RRt Rt EET E 
ETE R Ret EE ReTET Rt E^E ETER ET Tld'^fR tRiR ; 

(2) ?tR (1) E E?ftT EET# TETtR ERT VRd ETER Rt REE ieRT ET 3TEERE TEE E TETEET E Ret EEE 
arRlRdh Rt ERT 14 E EsRe EE arflTTRE ET EEE Ret ETEET aRr RR RiR arfsTTRE aRr aR^TER Rt 
EF1EET E Rr RfJEE °dRddl E EEE R ETETT eRI °EE, REtR RtR) sTRT EFE Ret EtRR afrr ^tR 

etR te" ter RRe eet ^ Reteet arfsTERf E Rtr e ete ete R apRRR anR RiR eRI 
RRte eteetRet e ete R etee, eRI see Rt, eietR RqiR ert eft Re etRR ; 

(3) eietR RtiR, eRRt eter et eee teetRet Rt, RR ReR 3ee see e eee R yRRlR eeR, Rt te" 

EER RRe EET ^ R ET EE ES E arfRERf E ER R, TeRe ETER ET EEE EEEtReT TRT ET ETE 
Re^ etRetReT E EEE R 3TTE9EE fr; 

(4) eieeR ReRI Rt R-Rd eter E t[R argRiET E Ieet eet E[fRdT Rt RrRf 3 ee seRteT Rt atrfRT trt 
Rt ?tRe tR! frRt; atr 

(5) esetR RrRt, RR tRRsR aftr sttR et etet eRR, et e-Re eter trt, ee E#t 3 tte?ee ft, ^^et '^jIRet 
eRRtr: RRt e Rr Rtt etR et apRiORid RttetR i 

[ET. E. 43015/18/201 7-ttee ttut anfER ] 

nr. e. f#F, ^t ^rfRr 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2017 

S.O. 1299. —Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Coal, number S.O. 2936(E), dated the 28 th October, 2015, published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part II, 
Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated the 28 th October, 2015, issued under sub-section (1) of section 9 of the Coal Bearing 
Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all 
rights in or over the said land described in the Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the 
said land) vested absolutely in the Central Government free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of section 10 
of the said Act; 

And whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Central Coalfields Limited, District Ranchi-834001, 
Iharkhand (hereinafter referred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with such terms and conditions as 
the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs, that the said land and all rights in or over the said land so vested shall with effect from the 
28 th October, 2015 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government, shall vest in the Government Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely :- 

1. The Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

2. A Tribunal shall be constituted under section 14 of the said Act for the purpose of determining the 
amounts payable to the Central Government by the Government Company under condition (1) and all 
expenditure incurred in connection with any such Tribunal and persons appointed to assist the Tribunal 
shall be borne by the Government Company and similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal 
proceedings like appeals, etc. for or in connection with the rights, in or over the said lands, so vested, 
shall also be borne by the Government Company; 

3. The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other 
expenditure that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central 
Government or its officials, regarding the rights in or over the said land so vested; 

4. The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the lands to any other persons without the 
prior approval of the Central Government; and 

5. The Government Company shall abide by such directions and conditions as may be given or imposed by 
the Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/18/2017-LA & IR] 
N. K. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


diRn^ Tier Mfm MEmm 
(mifur^y Iwt) 

mf fMft, 19 M 2017 

SRT.3TT. 1300—MM TR37R, Ml OjufcM'l Mim M M8FT) fM, 1964 M M 12, M mm-fM (2) M 
TPT mM, fMm (jpTdrll MM TJcf MSR) MltM, 1963 ( 1963 mm 22) M RH? 7 M mm-mRT (1) SET W MM 
mm Mm mM dl rniTci TR47R mft wMtm 7MT3 mm 11, Ms 3, (ii) m mrnmfM mnm mmmK ^ rniMm M Mm 
m'wm mft MgmmTmr. mmsm i4i3,fMfmmr 13 2015 4 rhMlr MM M f, Mm : 

mmm MrcjmmT mM Mr 3 MmfM Mi, “ gM M trM mm rniMrn M M wt mm Mi, “MM afk 

armMf mm mrMm mmr mroi M mit mfmMmrn femr ^nmmT 1 


[mm. M 4/2/2015-fmrnfm MM 
Mm mmmR Mmt, mpjmm mfmm 
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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2017 

S.O. 1300.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Goverenment hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry number S.O. 1413, dated the 13 th July, 2015, published in the Gazette 
of India, Part II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) dated the 18 th July, 2015, namely :— 

In the said notification, in the opening paragraph, for the words “Minerals and Ores at Paradip”, the words 
“Minerals and Ores at Paradip and Dhamra Ports” shall be substituted. 

[F. No. 4/2/2015-Export Inspection] 
SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy. 


5PT iMhK <Utld-4 

M 8 *lf, 2017 

CRT.3IT. 1301— sfl'alPra 1947 (1947 ^RT 14) ^ 17 ^ 3EJWT 3 ^#4 TRqRR 3#7f 

/ferr tfetfr ^ ira'sRUf ^ sift '3^ 3T3^’«f 3 aftertfe feR 3 «Bter 

^ W (W? WIT 27/2001) ^ WlftRT TOTlt t, # ^#4 WFR ^1 04.05.2017 ^ 141 f3TT qTI 

[TT. TToT—42012/55/2001 -3ITf3TR (Tlttni-II)] 

3TfM c hI<1 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2017 

S.O. 1301.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/2001) of the Labour Court, Kota as shown in Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of AIR and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
04.05.2017. 

[No. L-42012/55/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

3PpT 

3fl sill Rich ^MT^cf^ur (cNk) ^teT, (TOU.) 

aif^TT 

5PM : aft.^JT. (^k)-27/2001 
wfttT : 12/11/2001 

OTT : TO TRcRR, m TOTtrPT, ^ fovTT $ 3TT^T Up'. /ef-42012/55/2001 (3Il33[R(#FT-H) 9/10/2001 

f^/f^TTC 3RPfcT tiro 10 (i)(m) TTcf 2@) 3i1^JlPlcb fefcTK 3lf^RPT, 1947 

TOT 


HHHlSH TOTcft ^ Wm £[RT TOTTO 
TTHT, w9r[ cRtcM, cffcll I 
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[4PT II-WJ^ 3(ii) ] 

4tZ 3TfZ444, 3TT0 /fto ZZ/t 4Rrft4 4RTRR fto, 

$110141/(40-) | 

\3mRsTcT 


—3T4lZ Pliflvrlcb 


toff ZZ47 Zt 3TK Z ZtofZ 
3MZ P/)00 Zt 3TR Z ZrlfZfZ 


Z tr.Z fcicrrfr 

Z 3TR.Zt.4t40 
3Tfto/4 f^TTcf7: 19/5/2016 


::3Tfto/4:: 


4R4 RR47R, m TToTTeRT, M ftot Z WI'HI Rich 3TT/5T tolZ 9/10/2001 Z to/ fto fZ/5T f/4T4, 3MfZ47 f/4T4 
3TfZfto, 1947 (fZZ d^MRM "3TfZfto" Z totfto to to4T) 4 4RT 10(l) (g) g4 44RRT 2(cf?) Z 30to /RT 
MT4Tp4RR Zt STfZtoto tofffd f^TT 44T f:- 


"Whether the termination of service of Shri Manmohan Pancholi S/o Sri Chandra Prakash by the 
management of All India Radio, Jhalawar from 1/4/2000 is legal and justified? If not, to whar relief he 
is entitled to?" 


2 . ftor/fto, RRTltow Z gw to 4? //to wra 4044 Z 4 / t^ht// to to 414 f/fto 3T444 4R4T4T 40 i 

3. rf Z 3T44T to toto MT4Tp4RR Z R4ffl 4RRJ4 4R M44 to t fZ to 4/ toff to 3Tp444, MR tot, 
tok 4RTTRR fto, 34445144/, $110141/ gTRT 44 fZ 16/3/90 Z gTRT to Z to ^ fZ 10/4/90 471 34445144/ 
$110141/ 4R RMT544R to Zj |04T4T 44T §4 I fZ. 1 /2/92 Z 3T4TZ fZ/M47 Z to Zt 40 3TT4to RR3RR4T4 4 

RRMRIT4 to to k to to Z fZ/tfto fto §4 ctm wi-wi 4R toff Zt to tor Z rm^ Z fZ /4047 ftor to 

R/T I to 4/ totoZ RpR4R Z to tot sft 424 4TZ 44 474/ RT44 4RT: 10 to Z R4447T0 5 to 44) p4d 24 | toff 47f 
Zd4 Mfto 44 Z fto v4ldl 24, 4R4J fZ/M47 toff 4Z 3ft.fZ.3TfZPi4H Z 9144141 Z 4Pd RRgZ Z feHJ 34p4R 4 Z44 4dlZ 
to Zt 44toft 4RdT 24 | to Z 3442/ P/M0 Z to fZ. 1 /2/92 Z 31 /3/2000 447 pR4R 44/ 47Rp f? 7344 3T4fZ 
Z 240 fto Z 44Zt 3TfZ[4) RT44 447 44/ 4R fc44T 24, 4RRf 3445/ Z 3ft.fZ3TppAH 4/ RTRT 25-gR7, Zt g4 g4 424 344 
31151140 41444/ 44 xSedUd 4R 4TZ Z fZ 1/4/2000 Z 44/ eRT 40 4R fto 4 412/ 4/ wc/l 4R Zt I 412/ fZ/M47 Z 

to Zmftt ^jZt ^ P/M 4 ) Z to Zt totofZ to to Zt 4 to to 4 ^ 44 Zt to fto i 

tof Z Z. 12/5/2000 Zt P/M 0 4>t ZZ./.Z. 44 gTRI 4T2Z4-44 tod 4R 44 4lPl Z 3 fto Z TPjZ 44 ZZ 4/ 4T4 
4/, 34424 0|^Zl 44 / 44 / fZZ wZ 4T44 Rjfto fftol 44d 44 PZ 40 4>t fZ. 16/5/2000 Zt 444 Zt 44T, 44^ fZ/M4) 
Z R44 44 44 4 ZZ ^R to to, 4T Z 4T2fl to 'S'^P 44 fvRT I P 4 M 0 Z 4T2jf Zt ZZfZt Z P 01 Z tot Z 4T4 4^ Z^ST 
47544 ^4 RKdM 47544 Zt to Z P/lMd 4R to t, 44^ toff Zt P/toH 4ZZ 3T4RR 44T4 to to I 4T2fl Zt 
toto Z to to Z WT 4T2tff Z 47fto 42J4 4RTT4 4 HRdlcH fZ/M47 Z P/Md Zt73j4 Z 4 3TM Zt 11 MR^IHd: 4T2fl 
Z P/M47 Z 44T R44 to fto RRj/ Zh 4 cto -Hpd Z4T Z 9610 fZZ tot to 4I2ff4T MT4TfZ4744 Z to 11 

4. 44Z44 4Z4 toR 44 M4T4 44^4 4R 3T4T2fi Zt sk Z M44 to 44T t fZ 3TT445T4Zff, $110141/ Z Zc4R Z /47 44 
44 toff fZ/ to Z^ 4R4 RR47R Zt fZZfZT 4to Z 3P4/4 fto ZM4R 444to, $110141/ Z to 3TtoZ Zt Rj/t 
4F4 |Z /t ftoZ 4T2fi 44 4T4 Z 24 | RlZt 19 3Tto/Z Zt 4^14T 44 ZM4R to to 44 44445444 Z toPid ZtZ Z feR 
fZ. 10/4/90 Zt 3H4l5l4l u tl, $110141/ Z 444to Z ^R4T4T 44T 24 | 19 3Tto/Z Z Z 4TZ RT%4 15 3TRfZ R44 
fto47 Zt to to R444547R Z feR toto Z I f/WJRTR to 3TRf/Z Z 444 Zj 3T£4ST RT%4 4T4 RT4R/f Zt /47 
444 tofZ 4fZcT Zt 4/t Z I 444 444 tofZ gRT to: to R44T447R Z 4T4 4T4 2 344flZ Zt 44fZd RjZ 44Pft 4/t Z 
4RlZ 4TZ 44 4T4 to 2TJ | 3T2/d 444 RtPP gRT 4TZ Z 4T4 44 444 to f%4T 44T 24 | Z44 to RTT44547R Z fZg 
3TtoZ Zt ^04T4T to 3b4fZZ 44 tot tofeRT Zt4T 4T4, to ZgT Z ZZ to Zt 4Rtot to toff I to 4Z 
3TT445I4TZ, $110141/ Z 47Z fZZ 4g 4R P/Md to f%4T 44T 24, 4T ft to 47Z ST^RT 3T2R4 ZZ 44 RR4T 44T /tog 
to Z4T Z 3T5FT 47RZ 3T2T4T fp4to 44 Zt/ 4^4 ft 454R to ZdT, 4T ft Zfto 3T2R4 Ztfto to 4 ZcZt 44 ^34444 
to to 44 454 4444 to4 11 42J4 44T4 4T4 Z fZvRT-TJeraT g47 tod 42J4RTR R4/Z 4Z Zto? 5t4 4to Z tod 
3MZ Z4T4 Z fZZfto to R4T t, 4T ft 3T44 Zt 4Tto Z PZMd 11 42J4RT5T 0445ft gltoft 4T4T Z TRUfk tot 4lZ 
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Reft, iJFT«ft RR cbl4sbHl' P M TTHlPMcb R TdE P '•TFT RdT t fRTTR fet/ ETPjft dRR R EdRfT Edf ETE Ed STJMT ftETT 
RhilI vjIIcII t E 7d% TJET fRd R 0|4 sM R fetTJ 250/-To. ^eE) Rill vjIIcII 11 ETpf Rt ETE pRpld ft Eft [ReI EET eft 
viMRsrfcl T Pi TOT ft ETTcpI viMRsrfcl dR RP, 3TtP-ulP Ed TTEE fPdtRd <T>tP E H|RtE> ET R Pdd 3TTR fRP vt||R Ed Md ft 
EdFd Mft RdT I 3TMff EdEtetE P fR 16/5/2000 Ef IJET i|R|c|od Mt EM |3TT SIT pTTTEd ETETE 3TET§ff EdReiE R MT fR 
20/5/2000 R 441 clod FTET ^TST FTETET, SHeilEIF R EfRP JTTsff Rt fRET EET SIT I M>ff ETTT 3TTT7E, fpTTETT M HHHd-d 
d?E Slf^TcT ETT 3TEET EetE T-Pdf-E ETTJd ETTET SfEd fRET EET 11 MRu|Hd: 3TM>ff ETTT M>ff Rt 3TTT R TTTTJd fRET EET 
EetE TPoRd TITfRd fRP ETTp Rt ETpET MTETetE R Rt Ept 11 

5. ETpf 4 3TR R Md ETETE Ed vdEIEc^lEIE P ETdTpET R MTJd ETT cEEd fRET EET t fR fPPtETET P mR Rt Rtf 
fRgfRr-Mr Eft Ret i RPet Ret ftft EfWt Rr fPPtETET R eft fPgfRr-Mr Eft fRP ettP f, fRRt met Rt Re-Ree ft 
eR PP t, EdR-Effr eeR m RtE-Eif ft mte Eft fRP ettP t e et R scP Ed Rtf mt Ret ettet 1 1 tiR etetRR 
TTTSE fPPtETET R EdEt P 11 EEd ETETEeJETETE R EPEE R 3M§fi fPPtETET ETTT MJd ETETE EetE Rdf'E fPrrd fRP ettP e 
ET pf Rf Pwel TprjP RtE f TTETd eftft R RdT ET EFTef fRP ElR Rt ETpET Ep Ept 11 

6. EeRm ETETfefETETE EE ETETE 3TETR Rt 3TtT R MJd ETT EEEd fRET EET t fR ETft ETTT ETETfeTETETE R TTTE MTJd fRP 
eR ETdTpET P R Rtf Pt ETdTpET SMEWR, FTTefTETF R Eft 11 EEd ETdtRETd P. fRj ^RfREETT R 3tRRe t, 3Td: 
dff EtR sTTTT eR EEf [ReI EET t dt Ed f. fRj ^RfRETet ETE R TRSJT t dSIT wR EEd Rt§IT R TTEST 3ERT E5T TTE 
TTEEE 1 1 ETEtR ETTT EtR R fRR ft M ET fRRt ft TRE fRRfRd fRf ETTf R ^EET fRET EET t, 3Td: ETR ETTT 240 
fRd R EtfRf) ERE dE> Edf fRf ETFt EE ME ft Ed-M Eft ftdT I EfRdRd: 3TETR ETTT ^E: EtR R EttT R ETdTT fRET EET 

eRe ReRe tetRet fRR ettR R etRit R eR 11 

7. TTT5E ff TEE ElR RRt EEEtdE EEtR dET ETETR EET R ETtT R ETR.TJTT.TETR R WT-EE ET^d fRR eR t,' fRdR RR 

EEtt R EffrfRfRMT stTTT E5T R WT-Edf ET fRrd R eR 11 eRRe TrT4E R EtR R Rt R EMf ^J,1 eTETEd 

^e5}.67 dET ^c/j.69 eTET. ^J.74 ETdTRlTd E ETETR E5T R ETtT R EMf TJE-1 eTETEd TJE-71 eRe ET^d ETT EEfRd 

ettetR eR t 

8. EEEE5T R fR[TE EfRfRfRFT R EdTT Tjft eR, EER ETIT R fRfRd EdTT ft ET^d R eR, fRTTEE dET ElffRE ET 
EEeW TE5E E TTTETft EE SEFFjRet EfMeH fRET EET I 

9. %H EfRfRfR ETR R ETtT R ^ETETfRETTE R TTEET dR TTET EET t fR EtR R ETETR R fRRtETE ft fR. 1 /2/92 R 
ekt-etteRet ttt-ttite e fRer^ tte-ttete ETTfR eeR R fet/ Ret R fRRfRd Rett fR. 31/1/2000 eet fRmr 240 fRd R 
ETfRET TTEE dET ETT EdR TJ°f ETT feTET ET, ETEJ STElR ETTT Eft.fR.ETfR Pi EH R ETTWEET ETEETEt R ETetET fRR eR fRETET 
1 /4/2000 R Ret R fWrfRd ett stRe tte R etR R ReR ett Rt, sid: etR fRR tirjR Ree e eee errft Ttffd Ret R 

EdTet ftR ETT ETfRETTR 11 

10. ?ttR fRqRd ^ttR eRt etetR R etr R Reh EffrfRRr ettt dR ttit eet t fR etR R stetR ettt fRR ft m et 
fRR R TRE PdlPld Eft fRdl EET t, ET ft ETR ETTT ETETR R fpERE ft 240 fRd R ETfRfT TTEE EET Edf fRET EET 11 
Eld: ETEet f Eft.R.ETfRPtEE R ETEETE elMJ^ Eft ftf R ETR Rtf RTSTE ETET ETTp Ed ElfpEdR Eft t, ET ft Rtf ETETTfE EM 
ETTP Ed ETfetEdR 11 EfRdTEd: ETR Ed eRe fpTTd ftP E/E ftET SJEd fRET 11 

11. ^TT EEdT ETER P ETR Ed EST TFT t fR ETR P 3TElR R fpEfEE P fP. 1 /2/92 R EE ReRt R M ET fPRfRd 
FtETT fR 31 /3/2000 dET fpTETT Edf ETTp ^TJ 240 fpE R RRfT TTEE Ed Edf ETT fetET ET, ET^ 3TETR ETT eR 3tpE ToE 

R fR i /4/2000 R Ret R fPwrfRd ett etR Rt RdPt ett Rt i ete ft Rtf etPettt PeRe R PeMh P fPRrr 240 fRd 

dET Edf fRET ETTET cEEd ETTdT t dt tT 5 ^ Rf Pl=£i ETTp Ed ETT TEE ETpEdT ET TFdT t fR ETTp RET TTETfR fPfR R 

Ret ijf R 12 etRmt etf Rt stePt P Ptmt 240 fRr eet fpEfEET R fpERn P ettP fRET t, Rttt fR eftRe emee 

MTETefE ETE 3TEp fpR 'ElEPpEH P 3ppEd EETd fRET EET |:- 

(1) "Surendranagar Distt. Panchayat & Anr. v. Gangaben Laljibhai & Ors.-2006(2)ACJ 408(SC)" 


12. MTE^Md "3nr.T[E-P^R EETE TTFTEET 3pemTR 3rfpEETT-2006(l08) TJEEJetSTR 213(/TTR)" R ETEet P ETdPtE EMdE 
MTETeTE ETE EF ft TtfREtlRd fRET EET t fR ETpEdT ET 240 fRd eTETETT EdE ETTp R d§E Rt TTTfPd ETTp Ed R ETT t, 
ETTp ETpEdT stTE Rdet ETE 3TdP ETEE-EE P EF feTTd RdT fR ETTp 240 fRd EET eTETETT EdE fRET, EEpd dR FtET, 3tfP^ 

eR fRRt Rtt PrfRET m etetRR tttse R d?E Rt TTTfRr ettet ftet fRrrR fR ef e?e te^ ft ttR i f^t tmpe P 
MTEfPpE R Rtt Rtm 17 PHIjElT t:- 
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“Analyzing the above decisions of this Court, it is clear that the provisions of the Evidence Act in 
terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. However, 
applying general principles and on reading the aforestated judgments we find that this Court has 
repeatedly taken the view that the burden of proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 
240 days in a given year. This burden is discharged only upon the workman stepping in the witness 
box. This burden is discharged upon the workman adducing cogent evidence, both oral and 
documentary. In cases of terminating of services of daily wages earner, there will be no letter of 
appointment or termination. There will also be no receipt or proof of payment. Thus in most cases, the 
workman (claimant) can only call upon the employer to produce before the Court the nominal muster 
roll for the given period, the letter of appointment or termination, if any, the wage register, the 
attendance register etc. Drawing of adverse inference ultimately would depend thereafter of facts of 
each case. The above however make it clear that mere affidavits or self-serving statements made by 
the claimant/ workman will not suffice in the matter of discharge of the burden placed for 240 days in 
a given year. The above judgments further lay down that mere non-production of muster rolls per se 
without any plea of suppression by the claimant workman will not be the ground for the Tribunal to 
draw an adverse inference against the management. Lastly, the above judgments lay down the basic 
principle, namely, that the High Court under Article 226 of the Constitution will not interfere with the 
concurrent findings of fact recorded by the Labour Court unless they are perverse. This exercise will 
depend upon facts of each case.” 


13. WTO TTTOf ft 412ft ft 3T4T2ff ft Mn ft ftrif 4T4lfftl 4 fcrfsT 1 /4/2000 ft fttrfTOjft ft 12 4c}416 4 3T7lfft ft 
fftTTO 240 fftl 7f4ft fftft TOft ft 41231 Tfft TTTf^cT fftft TOft ^ 41T531 3 TTO 44 WT-TO TTMlfftcflTOT ft TITO 444J4T 44 
cJjcfd fftrfT t fft 4isff ft ft Wffl 3 ft 1 /2/92 ft TOT 3114^4 ft TO 44 fftpl 474-4744 3TTfft Tfnft ft ftp? ftcff 
3 fdftlfftd TT44 ft 31 /3/2000 cT4 ft4TO4 4)ft Tflftf 240 ft4 ft 444?T Sjftft) 4TTO 44> 4)ft 4>4 fcTOI t, 44^ 3T4Tftf 
ftftTOf) 4T4T 4Tftt ft ftdT fftftl Tjft 7)441 ft ft. 1 /4/2000 ft 4)ft el4T 4TO 4)4 ft4T 4 4Tftf ft) TOlfftlfct ft 4 ft 4ft eft 
4M 412ft ft) TTTjft 44 4ft feW I 4T§ff ft ft. 12/5/2000 Tfft 3T4T2ft ft! 4fft.tjftt 744) W 4f2f4f-44 ftftcT 4)4 44 Hlfftl ft 
3 ft44T ft TR ftft 3P45TT 3T4fft 4T4TO ftft 44 TfTOfftt 44ft4Tft fftft TOft 4ITO TjfftcT fft4T ftl4T44 3T4Tft TT4T ftft TO4T4 
4ft ft4T 474, 4T ft 4Tft ftt ^Tjft 44 ftr4T I 4T2ff 4 ft 3Tt4 ft 444J4T eft 4 ft 444lftft 7454 ft 44)4 ftc4 t fft 44ft ^TOJ .1 
3T17f4W>1), ?MT4TO £141 4T2ff Tfft 44514444 4 ft44 <pft TOft ft 44 fft 16/3/90 ftt ftft47T 4ft 11 44ft TORJ.1 ft 

314eft4T4 ft 4414 ftc4tfft4T5ffftt4TO44ft414T 3TTTOTOTftt, TOcTOTO ft 44514444 4 ftTO ft. 10/4/90 ftt 441: 10 
4 ft toRw ftft 6||6|c1 Tjfftcl fft4T 474, 444J 412ft ft 314ftl ftl76 ft 4ftf444 fft 41 t fft fft ftft fftgfftl-TO rftt fft4T 474 I 
7JF 445ft 314ftl ftl76 ft f4T cT57J ftt 741017 4)441 t fft §7tft 4T4T ft44 ftft 4444-44 rftt t fft f4T 445ft ft 31415ft ft TpgT 
4TO fft41 ft I f4T 4444 TO4T 444444 ft 44741 ft ftcfef 414 4T5ff ftt ftc44 ft TO ft44 4 44514444 ft ffttj fTOTfT 474 
1 1 444 444444 ft fftft) ft fftjfftT TO 44 fftgfftl ft[ IvlRT 4441 TO4 4ft ftdT, 4T ft 444 444444 ft yTsff 4141 3T4Tsft 
ft fftftTOT ft 4lft ft 447t fft74 4441 TOlfftcl ftdT 11 f4 4fftftlfftft ft TOd 44dft4T 4T2ft Tfft Tfftft 4414 4ft 4|4T4T 11 4T2ft 
ft 444 ftl 3445ff ft 744 414 344444 ft 444 ft fftj4T 474-473T4 Tfipf ft fell ft4T ft Pi ft fft d fft41 4441 eiiefd fft41 t 4 4TO 
4ft TOlfMt 31444 44fftlfct 4fft444 fft4lft ftTOf 4T2ft TO ft 414 fcTOlT f34 54, ft 4ft fftTJT 4441 TZfcfrT fftifT t 4 44fftlfct 
4ft 744ft ft 414 3T4T5ff ft 4cftcf7 3Tftroft gT4T 34lft 4TJ 6741514 fft41 4441 06dl 11 Tpt 445ft 4lft, 98 ft 34444, 99 TO) ft 
TOfftlfft 7 fft 747 Tfft ftftTOT ftftrft 44ft TO7J.2 4441741 TO7J.11 ft4T 7fjfc4 tl fTlft SlfftfftftT TOT 44 TOTft TO4ft ft 
344§ft ft Tjft 4fft444 47IT ft4I TOWT t fft4rft 4744 ft WT5T4 7444T 74TOT t 454 ftftl444 44 3T4T5ff ft Slftroft 31544 
Tlftroft ft ftt W45T4 ftt4T Wei 74444 11 4T5ft 7(ft 3TR ft TO4T ftftl444 7|ft TORtTRT ftft TOft TO7J.12 44417141 TO7J.67 ft 444 
ft 444J4T 744 TOfft4T 744747ft 47ft f | f4T 445ft ft fftlTO ft TOft TO^J.11 44417141 TO7J.20 44 34lft 6444514 ftft ft spTO4 fftTO 
t 7f TO4T TOdTftTOcl 44 3T4T5ft ft TpiftTOl 7|ft ftt64 ft vfftt ftft ft fTO 4 fftifl t 7f TO4T WlfttlT 44 TOjft 44 T4fftl4T 
Slfftroft ft 6444514 ftdT ft 7TO4T f%74 11 f4T 47144 41§ff ft TO4T 41547^5141 4741 ft) TOlfftlfft ft 44TO7T ft 44^41 fftft 4ft 
4fft44lft 7ft yRiili 4TOf TOeTJ.11 4444141 TO7J.20 44 4741 ft 6444514 ftft ft fTO4 fft41 t 4154 3T4T5ft fft4T4 ft fft71 SlfftTOTl 
ft 6444514 t, Tlf ftt 4W 4ft fft41 11 $7lft 3lfdf7eld TO4T 4441444141 44 fft4T4 Tfft Tfftjj 7llc1 3TTfft ft 3lfftd 4ft CRT ei|etd 
fft74 11 3T4T5ff 44ft 3n4./4T.47TTft ft Tff ft 734141 fftifT t fft 4TOf TO7J.2 4TO414T TORJ.11 44ft fft44 ft WlfttlT 4ft 11 
f41 44744 rf urof TO7J.2 el J 11 ild TORJ.10 ft 34141)7144 ft ft W0C 6)dl t fft TO4T 44414141141 44 fft44 TO Tfft^ 4T4, 7ile1 
31544 fftft Slfftblft ft 6444514 44R 31 fft d 4ft 11 3141: TO4T WTlftlTO 3T4lft fft44 ft Rift ftft 31544 fft44 ft 4lft 4441 
7414 fftft Rift TO 41571 7-ufftd 744ft ft 4T5ft Tfft eft^ c4HT 4ft M|4lcl 11 

14- 34/ 3ff TOftroftR | fft 3fnfft Hlftf gl4T 4TOf TORJ.12 4444141 ^TOJ.68 474T414TO Tfft nfftrfi fftro ft 47ft Tfft TOTfftlfft 
ft 4TOR ft 44^41 fftft 4ft 4fft444t Tfft ftl/lufftilf ft4T 3T4ft 41451-44 ft 3lfft4T fftrn 43fT |, 44^ f4T 4TOR1 ft TO4T 
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TTdftvdld ft ft|cftRl4l RTR WT?! TIR/I.12 EETRcT '5^67 ft ttRT MRC tldl t R T/ft >9^68 ft T4T ft Rft RTxTTftR 
McNeil TT RTcffl Rft 11 T/ft ^j.12 EETRcT ^.66 RTdl^Mld TT ft ft RTTdR ft Rft T/ft Rft ^Slft Rft t, SET: 
-4l4ftd ft 3TET fft. 19/5/2016 ftt tfc|xl RTdTftRET TT RRR Weft TEeT Rft I RRxl RTxTlftRTET wft >5^21 <?PII4d >5^67 
ft SIReiftR ft ftt TRTR ftcTT t fft RRR RTdlftld TT ftt fftRTR RR Rift RTR, ftfE R fftftt SlfftRRft ft WSE ftftjR Rtf t, 
Tpf wRfftlfdTl ft v5<Td TTRT7T TTd|c|vj1ld ftt 3TTT§ff fcTHPT RTTT TT^l|Rd fft>4l ullRI 3ETRT RRT RWIcMld STTTftf fftRTR ft 
TFRfftET ttRT TRTfftcT Rtf tl TR?f ^J.12 ERTRTT ^E/j.67 RTdl^Mld ft TMRT ft STTTftf TEStt STE./TT.ETTftt YRR RfR 
ftftTRT RfTR Rift RTdEM fftRTR ft 7# EEt ft ^RRT MI 11 SET: RRR RTdl^Mld ftt TT§ff ^ifftRT ftt 3TTT§ff ft Rl4Md ft 
fftftt fftlfftcT TR TT RillRld #1 3T2IRT STTTsff ft RRT fftEEE 240 fftR RRft fftft ERt ft RSR ftt TRTfftcT RRft t/[ TT§ff 
^ffteR cf)t ftft eTTH Rtt WgRIcl 11 Siwftl fuRF ft ’ft TT§ff ft 'MIRK fft4l t fft $4lft TRT Rftt WHIR Rtt t fft T/TET STTTftf 
ft RTR RRR fft4l t RRlfft STTTftf ft T/ft fttsf WHI U I Rtt R4I 11 Tlftf ft STTft TEET-TE ft cRRE fft4l t fft fft. 1 /4/2000 
ft STTTftf ft TTftf Rft ETfeffft eTRT R^E RE ftm eft TTftf ft ft. 12/5/2000 Rft STTTsff ftt Tfft./tt >910 RET TTsfRT-TE ftfftcT 
RE TE STftl ft 3 ftcRI ft tr ftft ST^jaiT 3fcfft 7FTM ftft T7 FUftlftt fftft Fflft FRIT TjffteT ft^JT TTSIT ?7T 

7TRAI ft ftffteT ft>4l TFT TR 'Ssr^.69 ftldl ^44x1 ft>4l I TTftt TT v34d TR RTlftf ftt ft. 16/5/2000 ftt TM eft I cTTd 

ft>4l TRT t R RR0I ftft RoR ftft ftjft ft I/R7R ft>4l TRT t, TTRJ TTftt RRT ftfftR TR TRft RR^69 ft Tift RRT RTTft 
ft fftftftRT ft ftRT TTTTftT ftt fftfft ft ftftnjft ft 12 4,/u^ TfT? ftt 3Rft ft fftMR 240 ftR Rift fftft Rift R?R ftt R fftftt 
fftlfftR TR TR RgRR ftft ft R5R ftt MlfftcT RRft ft Rfft TRR Rft RRRT 11 TTftt RRR ft RRT RTRTRR7 RT 3TT^RR(ftfttR), 
ftldl ftt T^d Rft Eftt Rl0l4d Rft Tfft TRft RR^70 t, TRft RR^71 RTTftt RRT TT^R RTRTR Rft Tfft ft TRft RR^72 TTftt 
RRT TEJR RTRTR^RRTR ftt Tfft ft TT^ RRR RTRTftuTTR ftt TT§ff RftlRI RRT RTTftt ft fftfttRR ft ftRT TTRlfft ftt fftRl ft fttRR 
ijft ft 12 Rftr^7 m Rft rrRt ft Rren 240 fftr rt 4 fftft Rift ft rsr r TT§ft ftt fftftt Rnfftr tr tr fftgfftr ftft eft 
R5R Rft WHlRld RRft ft TTftf ftftR) Rft R)ft TRR Rft RRft 11 

15- TRft RRTJ.73 TTftt RRT RTTftt ft RRT fftft Rft RRft ft 7FRAI ft RTTftt RRT TRR ftt fftft Rft TTTR-TR Rft Tfft ft ToT 
ft TRffteT RRRTRT RRT t fftnft TT?ff RTR RTTftt fftTTR ft TERR fft£R[ TRRITR ft TTR-WR R TERR R5R fttfttftt ^RITfft ft 
Tlftt Rft fttRT ft TRTER RR RRft fft. 15/10/95 ft 25/10/97 RR) fftft Rift cfU ReftTR t, TT^ RRR RTRlftn ft ftt Tlftt 
RR RTTftf fftRTR ft fftftt fftrfftR TR TT fftftfftR ftft RR R&R TRTf&IR Rft ft RT ft RRR TRFT-TR ft Rftft RRfft ft RTTftf 
ft RRT TTftt RRT ftRT TTRlfft Rft fftfft ft fttRT ft 12 Rel'JR'i RTR Rft 3TRfft ft fftTRR 240 fftR RRft fftft RTFT RR R§R 
TRTfftR RRft ft Rift RRR fftelftt 11 

16- RTREET TRft RR^J.74 7TRTRR7 W\ 3TT^RR(ftfttR), fttRT RRT TRER ft ^TR ftRTRTR, RRR 7ER7R M fftftt ftt ftfftl fftft 

Rft 3RTTRT RTdt TfftlRR ftt fttfttrfft t, TY^ RRR RETRET TTftt ^ifftRT RRT 3TTTftt ft fftfttRR ft ftRT TTRlfft ftt fftfft ft 
fttR7 ^jft ft 12 R>cNE RTR Rft RTRfft ft fftTRE 240 fftd RRft fftft Rift ft R5R ftt 3T2IRT fftRTR ft fftftit Pl4fftd TR TT 

fftftfftTR ftft ft RSR ftt TTTffteT RRft ft Rfft RTR Rft TpTRT 11 s?TT TR7R Tift TRTRctt TT RTeW TRR ftt fttfftRT RR 

RMftftt TR5R ft 3TTRE TT RTRfttR WR ^TTRTRR ft RRR R^T ^TTR^fcT "2006(2)RTttft 408(RTTTtt) -^ftRRRT fftr^RR 
TRTRR RR RRT RRTR RRlftR RTRftt Rft RR 3RT TM 2006(l08) WR3TR 213(/TTTtt)-3TR.T[R.ftc^ft RRTR TTRTRR7 3TfeRlRft 
ftftRRR" ft yfftmftd %RfeT ftt TRlftt ft RTTTftt fftfttRTRT ft fftftRTR ft ftRT TTRlfft ftt fftftr 1 /4/2000 ft ftRT ft 12 
RftftsE RTR ftt 3TRfft ft fftTRR 240 fftR RR RRft fftft RTRT ft R5R ftt 3T2IRT fftftt fftRffteT TR TT fftgRR fftft RTRf ft RSR 
Rft TTTfftl fftft RTft ft TjftcTRT 3RTTTR TRT tl 

17- ?TT TTTftt ft 3TTftt fftr? ft TRft IJR.I ft fftRTRT RRRR ft fftftt 3lfftRRft ft ?TRTRR ttft ft ^RRT fftRT t, TT^ ffR ft 

fftftt 3lfftRRft ft ?TRT5R ttRT TfttRRT fftRT 11 s?TT TTTftt ft 3TTftt fftTR ft ^TT TRR“^T ft ftt 3TRfftWT TRTR ftt t fft Rlfftft 
TfftTRT ft ?TTft 3TETRT 3RR Sffftdftf ft RTR RRf Rtf 11 SjTT TTTftt ft 3TTftt fftTR ft TRR Rft tcTT ft TR ft fft/ RTTRT SJRR 
fftRT t, TTEJ ReT, RfftR ftt ftfttftRT RR RRR TRTTT ft teTT RRT fftRT RTTRT cRRR fftRT 11 RR TTTSfT TRR ft RrR^I ftt 

Rfttftt ftt TTTTT-TTTRt RR RRR RRRTRT RTTRT RRTRT | R TRR ftt RRR ft RRft ^ReTTR TM ttRT ^RRRT RRRT t, TT^ TRR ftt 

fftft ftTR ft TMR-T ft fttt RTRRT ^RTRTRR ftt TRTRftt TT TTTJeT RRft ft ^RRT RRRT 11 ^TT TTTStt ft TRft /R.1 ft ftTTftftT 
ftt fftTRfftT RR RTR fftnT ftft ft T/RRT fftRT 11 RF TTTft 3TTftt fftTF ft %TR Tfftfftfft 3TTTftt ft s/H ^?TTR ftt ReRT ftRT 
cRRR RRRT t fft RR TTTStt RR^RST ft RTTT RRR RRdT RT I s?TT TTTStt ft T/ft TJR.2 TT ftt / ft ft TRR ft 6WIRR ftft ft 
T/RRT fftRT tl 

18- ^TT TRR^-T ft 3TTTftt RR T5T T?T t fft TTftt ftt ftRR RTR 3TTRRWft, TRMRET ft teTT ft/RTTRTTRftfftftRTlftt^ 
fftftrfftT TfftRT ft STRTfteT TRPTR RRRftfR, 3TTETRT^ ft R/R 3T«lfftRf ftt Tjft Rfftt Rft ft, Rft ft TTftt TlfftcT 19 3TRlfftft 
ftt Tjft TTO ft ft I TTTRTTcRRT ftt fftftfftr fftfft 10/4/90 Rft 15 3PRft ftTR /R TTTRTTcRRT ft fft/ RRRfcRR ft RTfftTR |/ 
ft I ^TT RRR ft fft/ TTR TTRTfttR RRR TTfftfft RfteT ftt Rft ft I TTTRTTcRRT ft RTTTRT RTR 2 RWffftRt ftt RRR T[ft RRTft 
Rft ft fftRft TTft RR RTR TTTffteT Rft RTI RRR Tjft ft ft ftfe ft 3TTRE TT ftfe Rift 3PRfftft ftt Rftt TTRR fftgfftl ft ftt 
Rft ft ft 3Tft RRT TTTR RTTett TTTTTR ftt ftRT ft ReT 3R ft 11 3TTTft ftt 3TR ft TT^TT TRft 3TR./TT.RTTftt ft ftfT 3TTTTR RR 
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Wf-99 3T9ft 7959 ft 977J7T fft9T t cTSTT WT-99 ft 93 ftt sffftTT fft9T t fft 9Tftf 4fft 9lftt 97ft fftftftr 3tf ft 9ft I 9Tft 

9 ft 3T err ftft 97 , 3T ft 37^74 97 fftftftTr ft 3ft 9 pt ft fftrft 9997 4 sR-a/ft, arftftrfftTT 9 779 ft fftgfftr 9973 9ft 3ft i 
3 tt 795 ft ft 4ftft9 777997 ft 39979 3P99wft, 3Tidieii3 ft 999fc49 4 wu tw4t ^ 99 ft ftrt rt^ /4f ftgf 9 ft 

974977 7T9T m 997743 3Pfft ftft 99^99 4ft W1 ft 9779T9T 9TT3T 43977 fft9T 11 ^T 97pft 99 ftft 99^93 4fft 97-98, 
98-99 7MT 99-2000 ft 379Tftf WlfcRT 3T7T STIdNI'S 9ft ft 9)ft 4 ftft'J § el fever'd, STMNI'S eft ftftP 39T ap | ^THTaff 9T7T 
fftft 9ft cblilf^l ft 373/97 TRlft 3M?ff ft cppjfeRT ft 99ft TTKpfftTT fftiPT 9 Wlt^T ft 3Tx/P7 4J97P3 ftftft xjft ft ft[R // 
9T39ft eft 77% 9P7T eft |, ftft fftft 97 7797 33 77% 9T%T 97 9Taff 4ft 377P5R ftftj/ 11 ft fft^ ^ftf^TKRT ftt ftf eblftftl 
fftft 3ft ft tap ftl^H 377% 9TO 9R 44J37T9 [ftfftdldldl cf 99ft eft TRfttft^r ft 3TT9R 97 ft fftft 3ft f 7T9T 9% 
fft9T3 ft %ftt artoft etrt ftft MTR-tRT fftsp 39T t ftr 93 ft fft*j ftt fftft 3ft 99ftn% ft ftw wfft 

fftft 3ft 99ft ft e||6|d ft fftpi 39T 11 

19- STmftf wwft^7?rtfftwsffftr 3T3T5ff ft cblftdAI gTTT epft ft 37/499, ftft 37997 ftfftp 97 fftfttfftTTT 3tt 

fft/T 39T 9TI 3RfTftt ft 937 TTlftf gRT 5Pl0 ^R ftft vjTRF cT?R e|dd ef)T ^IdM d^cl ^T ftft viTlft R7T ftf^ 

"ftt 11 S;7T 7T^R7 ^T WeTcft ft 3TReftcfRT ft Mk 7 gldl t fft WTJ^.l ft ^T apRsfl TTTft 319dl ftR? ^T 
cRcRT WT t fft xpr.1 RTT ^RTRM ft W dft ^RTT RTcfRTT eT IT^ft T^.l 97 eT^ ?R1T5R fftTTft ft ?7T cT^R ftt TTHWft 
ft ?7T TTTft ftt ^ftt 11 JTCft IJ9.2 ef 9^ft IJR2-? ^RTTftjTKT ft W TTTft RRT ft iWl eTRT ftw fft^f 9TRT ft ^T7R cfRdT 
11 ^7T TW^T ft W eJWI^dld ft 3TeTefftFT ft ft 9lft eTRT 3M§ff ft fftftftR ft fftft fftftftcT TR 97 99ft fftft Tpft 99 
7TS2T MlfftcT ^ftt ftRTT, ^TT ft ftcTT TRlfft ftt fftfft ft ^ ft 12 eft 3Tcffft ft fftRxR 240 fftd 99ft fftft Tpft 

99 953T OTTfftcT ftdT t, ^ 9fftftftftftf ft W ejwftdld ft 9Tft ftft97 9ft ftft eTRT 9ft 9p9ft 11 ^fftwft 99 99ft ^.4 
ft 9fftft 9R9 7R997, 3TT99Wtt, WV^ 9RT fftftftR 99ftcRf, ?MT999 ft 999 99ftcRT ftt fte97 99 ft} 9T9T f? 3TWffftftt 
ftt ft79 9 79597997 ft fe9J fft. 10/4/90 ftt 39R-SRT ftft ft fftftR fftft 9ft 11 39x1 7fft.99f ft 792T 'del'd 3T'Rlfftftt 9ft 
Tjftt 99ft 7J9.4-/ ft 9T§ff 99 9T9 799 ft.14 97 ftfftd 11 99 79Sft 3l9dl Rd76 ft 99ft/9.18 ft ftf 9T9 affftxT t, 3dd ft 
ft. fftsj $elfft^0e71 ftt ft99 fftdl vdldl c99xT 9RdT t ftt ft99 99ft /9.19 ft d6d ftdl vd Id I e99xT 9R9T 11 99ft /9.19 ft 
373797 3999Wft 9 3999Wft fttfttftt ftt eTT ft 9 9Tftt ftt Sf97«9 : 7/999 9lftt ftt ftt97 99 99T9H, ft799TeT 9 779-779T9 
ft fe/J 9fxRTZ 2600 / —To. fftft 99 ft 99 ft^ld 99 | fftTT 97 fftrtt ftftteTTeT ft /7795R 11 99ft 7/T.20 3999W>1t 99fte9T 
9 3P99Wlt fttfttftt ftt fft^xt 9 9lftt ftt ^T97«9 ^ 9fxRT9 2000/-74. fftft 99 ft 99 ftft^ld 99 | fftTT 97 9lftf Hdftl^d 
99tftt ft 97x9517 ftft|9 tl ^Tft 9997 99ft /9.21 3999Wtt ftt fftsjxT 9 9Tftt ftt Sf97«9 ftt ft^IW 39fft ft fft/ 
2500/—To. 9fxRT? fftft 99 ft 99 ftl^ld 99 | fftTT 97 9995T /fflf ft Z7xP5T7 11 fftt 9997 99ft /9.24 fft^xt 779-779T9 9 
9^9 3ff9^H 3Tfft.ftT9ftf97 R, 3999Wtt, ?9e9999 9RT 99ft fft9T 99T ftfttWl t fftTTft 9RT 2200/74. 9fxRT? 
eft 97 ft 9ft 99-2000 ft fft/ 8800/-75. ft 3'ldld eft Tdleiofd 99T9 eft 9ftt tl fftt 9997 99ft Z9.25 ft. fe/'J 
?ft9KF3997T, ?9e9999 99 ft97 fts t fftTT 97 fft^j ?ftfft399TT 3TST9T 9T97ft97 ft 749 ft 9lftt ddft^d ftfttftt 9RT ?7xP5R 
fftft 9ft t fftTRT 9T9 3TfteT ft ege/f 99) '399 9)ft 9RT 97^9 fftft 9ft ftlt^ld ft 373797 ^'ddl 97 ft 9T9 3797x7, 99 ft W 
99^97, 99 779) 2200/-74. yfddl6 9)t 97 ft 9)Tft 9)7ft 97 TP/TfxT c3RRT efft 9ftt tl Sjftt 9997 99ft /9.26 ft ft. fft^J 
§elfet5t0e71, ?9eT7999 ftt 9ft 99-2000 ft fft/ 8800/-74. ft ^'Idld 9?f Tftte^fft 9979 9ft 9ftt 11 sjftt 9997 99ft /9.27 ft 
9777 7ft?H ftfttftRR, 3999Wtt, ?9efT9T3 9177 fft^Tl 779-77979 9 9Tftt ft 9^9 ft 99TeH t^ ftT97 ftftftRR, 37I99Wft, M 
ffteftt ftt 7<ft9?fft t^ fft797 997 99 11 99ft Z9.28 37799Wtt 9 37I99Wtt fttfttftt ft 9lftt ftt 499729 ftt ft799Tef 9 
779-77979 fftj 2200/-74. 9fx7W 97 3977 99ft ft /997 ft 9/77/ t^ fft^3 ^elfftjebeTT, 99747973 9777 ft^9 37fft939, 
3997TWtt, 99747973 9ft 97^71 fft97 997 fttft^H t fftTTft wl471^97 ft 749 ft 9Tftt ddftftd ftfteft ft 37795R 11 99ft /9. 
29 ft^9 3Tfft99P, 3TT99Wtt, 9IT74T973 ftt ftfftTT 9ftt?H 99 11 99ft /9.30 9 /9.41 fftf^R 9lftf ft fttt^H ftft 9ft t fftdft 
fftwj ^elfftjebeTT, 9974T973 99 379 ft 3ffft7T 11 99ft /9.30-/, 33-/, /9.38 9 41-/ 3999Wft 99ftc49 9 9ftfttft ft %7T 
9 9Tft ftt o 997S9 t^ ftlft^H ft 9tf7J7T 73tft 39^39 9ft Tjft 11 99ft /9.31 3999Wft 99ftc49 9 9ftftfft ft ft3TT3T 9lft 
9ft ftftT ft 9T743, ftST9T79 9 779-779T9 3TTfft t^ 745ft ^fft^e-d, ^lc4NI3 9T77 4^9 3Tfft939, 37T99Wft, ^TIc4NI3 4fft 
3000/-74. 99 99 ft fft9T 99T ftlt^ld 99 t fftTT 97 997R7 Zlft ft 37795R tl 99ft /9.32 9 /9.39 fft^ ?ftfftg9)77T, 
39741913 9777 3977 3999R4fTft 9R[f749 9 4fftfttft ft fft^TT 9 9 Tft 9 ft SfcR29 3TTfft t^ ftfftTT fft9T 99T 2200/-74. 9fx79T3 99 
9ftft?H t fftTT 97 9Tftt Hddftd ftfteft ft iilM7lftci7 ft 749 ft 37795R 11 ?7ft 9997 99 9ftft?[9 99ft /9.33 ft974 ?ft%993T, 
397474713 ft 9737 ft3 97 3797ft ft 373 ft ftfftTT fft3T 33T 11 3Pft?T 99ft /9.34 9T7T 4^9 37fft339, 37T99Wft 39741973, 9ft 
37R ft ft fft^j ^elfftjebeTT, 3TT74T4T73 4fft 9lft, 99 7797 TT^Tct 9Tftt fftTTTR, Wi 3T79ft?H /4f 99ft743 9 4fftfttft ft fftjTT 
779-779T9 99 99ft 3RI99eft3 333 ft 3P3R 97 99^ ft 749 ft 7ft97R fft^T 33T 11 99ft /3.35 fftftftT 9lftf ft 4fftft?H 99 
^74377397 ffteTTR | fftpeft fftwj 3elfftjebe7T, 39747973 99 3T3 ftt 3ffft7T 11 99ft /3.36 7T733T7m 74737 99 9T77 /STf^STR, 
39747493 9ft 3T|ebmc||uf| 4fftfttftt ft 97ft 9ft ft|37 997743 9 ft7I3T74 t^ 3.000/-74. 9fxT3T3 9ft 99 ft ft^T 39T e|ft^H 11 
?7ft 9997 99ft /3.37 745ft ^cftffttftftTT 9ft ftR ft 4^9 3lfft939, 3TI9)|^Nlft, 3974T973 4fft 993 9ft 337^ft ft 7TR99 ft ft49T 
397 fftTTR 11 ?7ft 9997 99ft /3.40 ftt 3T9lftt fft3T3 4fft ftv9T 39T ftlft^ld 11 99ft Z9.42 3T9Tftt fft3T3 99 ffttj 
3^9)9^95(91, 39747973 ft TWfftfTT ^7793 99 fftel 11 99ft /3.43 9 /3.44 fft^J 3<?)fftf9eTT, 39741973 9T77 379Tftt fft3T3 ft 
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Rl^d 4 4lftf 4)f 044734 ftTJ <M?|: 1/4/98 ft 30/4/98 4 1 /5/98 ft 31 /5/98 7141 cf?f feft ft feH? sMSi: 2200/-, 
2200/—77. 4 ’flcTH 4 77# t fel 47 4471 974 ft yfTTlfe ft 774 ft fe fefe ft 5774517 11 4nft /4.46 

fej feffecTl, $HdMI5 4171 3lfe 3TT4HWff 4441774 4 ftfTTfftf ft fejTl 4 4lftf ft 4fe ft fft/ 6600/-77. 4H TJ4714T 
4471 fftft # ft 744^7 ft 73471 4ft ftf 77# t fell 47 #7I#7 ft 774 ft fe wfe fefcft ft 5774517 11 4nft 7/1.47, 
1/1.52, Tttt. 56, /4. 58, /4.62 4 1/1,67 fej fef#4>e71, iW 4 344 4ftf ft TJ4714T ft 74*44 3 44## ffe 11 fe 
7/7.48 d J H4d T/T.51, T/T.53, 7/T.55, 7/T.57, /4.59, 7/T.63, 7/T.64 4 7/T.68 7747471 T/T.70 3lfe fc/TFl ft f^J #f#41771, 
SIMNI'S 4771 eft 98-99 ft fftffel 3T4fftftf ft Rejd 4 Hpfl *44724 4ft #4 Id 4 4lftf #7 Wdldd 31# 4# ft feP/ ^4dM 
ftf 77# t ftf Tlftf 77# fcpEDj feffecTl, ^IdNI/ ft 7#7 fts 47 t 7M 5^ fe ^ fe wfe fefcft ft 5774517 11 
fe /4.61 £171 ftfefi ft TJ471H ftf Tlfft 4H 34574 4 #d7U| Slfemft 371444141# 4# SlIdMI/ ft 414 ft ftft fef 
44 44 11 wfe T/T.60 3lfef fel4 gTTl 3ll4>me|l u l] ftldfe ft R^d 4 4lftf ft 775-7^101 # 1 /1 /99 ft 31 /l /99 7141 4ft 
314# ft fft/ fftft # fe; 2200 /—75. 44 #1 447T 4# ftf 77# 11 fe T/T.65 7151441 4# 3#444, 3TT47IW>?r, fe7 
4171 4# SlfenTn, aidlcll'd ftf feRIT 441 44 t fftlTlft fe wfe fecft 4ft fe fftft nft 4414-44 ft 74*44 3 SlfftTT 

fen nm t % w OTFT-T5T nM cfeffe n imfefe nn4fet nn nrfefe fet fenr tt wmm fefe tt sifenn 
TT^rfef fe sfcinR ^ niR^T fed nfek stwr tr nm n nn 4 /fe dnmd fet fen nm 11 nfe /n.66 wnnn 
arffedn, irtr mfe, nfek nTimn fem, amnmfefl ^mni/ fer fefenn 3ifefe 3nffenffe Ifean, fen 
^MNi/ ft. 26/4/2001 eft fen nm nd 11 nfe t/t .71 ^ 3 iffexn, 3 TTcnmfef[, fe ftfer e[rt fen 3 iffenxn, 
snnnwfr, ^idNi/ ft fefr ft m mth n ffep tiwh ft 77n-77nTci ffej feffefKRi, ^idNi/ ft ’jnnH ftrfeft 
nnn 3ignH ^ ft ffe fer ft tw^t % ^rnm 11 

20- nuft wftf ft nfe ^53.73 srjm MM-nd ft antm tr fe fe m$\ fferFi ft fftftfer ftft nn 3nen7 wn t, nr^ 

v34d MPT-Td ft.15/10/95 ft 25/10/97 714) feff eft ftcy 3nft ft y^lldd 4>T efjft ffe nnft ft TW^T ft fen nm t, 
nfej W eJWlfe ft gM ft! mftt gM 3M?ft fft^FT ft feft felfe 4T 47 4nfel ftft 44 ftft MTd fe 11 

21- nufft nmft ft mfe 4 n nd 7 ?r t fft snnftt ft mftf fe fft.i /4/2000 ft ftm ft fftfeftn 4 d feff ftt ftferr 4 d fe 

47^ 4T§ff 3M§ft ft fefer ft fft7RT7 240 ffe 4fe fftft dTft ft 7T^ fe Tnfe 4dft ft 3T7TW 7?T 11 4lfe 74ft ftt fft^fe 
feft ferfftn 44 47 ftft ft 7T&4 fe TTlffe 4dft ft 3T7PM T^tlWftffttfeftftTftftft 477Tlftft 7454 3T2I4T 3T4Tftt 4T7T 

fe ftnr ft fftfeftn ffe nnft ft 744^7 ft mRd nftfe difei '4i4i(ft4)7 u i ft 7i45f y^d fe fen nm t, 4T ff ftftf 4fe 
ftfffen 7454 4754 ftf nftf t ferft 44 4414 fen ft fe ferf dfen ft 74ft fe ftnr ft fftfeftn ffe fe ft 44744 annftf 

fftnm ft 3T4ftt feftlfft fe 4)74Tftt fef fe 474J 3T4Tftf gTTT fe ftm ffe fef ft fftfe ffe I 44T fe I ^4 yRfefdft ft 44 
444fe 744. 73*4 “^Idn ft _ '4T4^fe "347/d^dJ. 2001 (l) 744. 238-fen ffe ftftfftf 4441 ft W fftfftffe ftfeRH 
fe 344" ft yffeRd fftfel ftf ftfef ft 4Tftf feftm 44 4T4dT ftfe 44 fed Mlffe 4fe 44lft 11 

22- fef feft47 ftf 3Tf7 ft ^4T4^fel "1977 ^<4^dfefefT) 569-4T754d 4441 Tfe 3447 7447^44 2010 /Tlftfecfe W 
335-3434 fe 4441 fef.fefffe, 4ffe fe fftfft.4.1, 44ff44(feftn4T), 2005(8)3n7#fe 3280(744.)-gsft74n 4441 ftf47 
ftfft, fe-T57 fe 344, 2007(3)7M3TT7 1923(745T.)-3lfft.fefefft47, ffefefef 714 fftffel Tlfe ft4 ft4Td, 4^477 fefe 3441 
ft)Cl 4414 444, ef47 ft]ft ftlci fe 344, 347/74544^ 2005(l) 744. ^ 584-ftdl^l4'4 4441 Tfe 3144 7447414, 
1991 (ll)/74Je4/l 224(744.) -ftf.l/l.ftffe fe 4441 ft^74 ^.ffej474, 744^7 7141 2015(145) 7/4/41347 184(/7lftf)-ftfft44 
ftfftffe 7/^5 4feftf ffe. 4441 ftfft44 7/474ffe4 7jfft44 1985(51)7/4/41347 494(/7lftf)-/4.fe.ffe 4441 fftfe fe 3144 fefel 
fe 344, 714T 1978(37)7/4/74347 240(/7Tftf)-ffe|7«n4 ffe 44ft W.ftf. 4441 /feffe 3144 ft.ffe|7«n4 ffe 44ft m.fft." ft?l 
fftft fe t, 47^ 71774171 44lft ft Wftf, STOlftf ft fftftdd ft ft4T 741lfftl ftf fftfft ft fe /ft ft 12 4fe^7 414 ftf 314fft ft 
fft74T7 240 ffe 4fe fftft Tfe ft 71?4 ftf Tllffe 4fe ft 3174477 TFT 11 fTlft Slfftffel fe, 3imftf 4171 3f[.fft.3lfftfft44 ftf 
4171 25-7/4 ft 414414 ftf 314F774T 417 74ft ftf 3lfe 774 ft ftfef fftft wft ft 71§4 4ft ftf Tllffe 417ft ft 3R4H77 741 t, 3171: 
73471 Tlftf -Tiffed fe fefe ftf 4lft 7747 fe 4|fe 11 

23- fe fefe ftf 3T17 ft '4l4<j t Cld "1976 /Tlftf/efe 85-7fe fe 31141 #541 4441 /4.7/n7fe" fe fen 441 t, 474J 
5771471 447ft ft fe #41 4771 3lfe ft fftftdd ft ft41 74Hfe ftf ffe ft ftfe /ft ft 12 4>cfe 415 ftf 314fft ft fft7417 
240 fe 4Hft fftft fef 4U 71?4 44lffe fe t 7M fe 3ff.fft.3lfel44 ftf 4177 25-/41 4H 7175P4 4471 4# 4H 3lffelft 
fe 4141 441 t, IpT yR^fdft ft 4lftf #41 4)f 37f7 ft 47^71 4471 'dld/tCId 4lftf #41 ftf 4)ft 7747 fe M|4ldl 11 

24- fe #41 ftf 3717 ft '414/4471 "2008 (l 18) /41/773IR 684(744.)-*#Rl4d ftft, TTTTlft, |ftf 4441 feff ft47ftfe /ft 
344" fe fen 441 11 4471 ^414/feTT ft nffe Tlfe ft gmffe 44f447 4171 240 ffe fft7417 4nft fftft # 4H 71?4 fefe 
41, 474J 5771471 447ft ft fe fen 4471 744 ftf Tnffe 4# ft 37714177 751 t, 3177: 4471 ^414/fe7T fe #41 ftf 4lft 
7747 fe 4|4174 tl 
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25- msff Rfffyi yff 3IR fr "1996(llfrefr<rl^ 316(m)-#^ frfffrRR, ffl yyfrfrl fr 3TM cTSTT " ff?T 

f^TT MT 11 RM ^llil^ld ff yfrfr cTasff fr gfrfrb yfryyy yff 3fr.fr.3Tfrfryy 4 ETRT 25-3^ # £M 25—# fr 3MffcT 

RRT JTM yRff frj sIRI fry wRl yff ffffrl fr Tjyyfr c|,^u^ yff ff 240 fry yyff frfr 31# yff 31|c|?i|cbdl yfr fry 

yyR f#JT trt | yyyj RRT#m RMM MRTRy fr RM Rip! "31R.^T.#^t sRR WFR5 3Tfr[RTfr 

SlfryMI—2006 (108) WR3IR 213(t^RTRfT)" 3 yfcIMlRd ffrfrcl ffff #Tf# ff yisff Rfffyi yff yRJR RM MM[McT fr yffff RFT 

yff yfMT 11 

26- yisff Rfffyi ffff 3IR fr ^llil^l'd "2010(124) WR3TR 700fryRft)-?yfrKy ffrff WI #R frRFIRfrFT #3 eRTT 
2015(l44frfyjR3IR 837 (t?RT#)—WrFR ffffr W1 Rfe 3IM frfrfFTI fr 3RT" #T frfr yff f, yRJR MTR^RMf ff MIRT 3#4 
freTT fr Plfccbl'Hd cbT 2TT, yyyj ?MM MIRT 31# fffrl fr Pl^l'HH yy frlT yfr W MT, 3RT: yMfr frfr “^llil^l'd yisff 
Rfffyi yff yffff RRT yfr frfyyff 11 

27- HTsff Rfffyi ffff 3fR fr MM[McT "3IRIJR3IR 1991 (2) 7M. W 158-31) RiKd ty> 3IM yfrfr yyiR ffffr fr^yf 
J|ci4^ ^ ffrjyR # 3 tm" #r f#n w t, yyyj ?mm yryfr ^r ytT# etrt 3fr.fr. 3rfrfffyy yff etrt 25-frr y ijy yff 
31cfFePTl frfr Riff yy RSR Wf £lRT yyifrRT yfr fr^IT MT t, 3TR: RM MR^RM fr rf fr# yff yffff RRT yfr yfyTdT 

tl 

28- msff Rffrb ffff 3IR fr Riy^id "2013(l39)WR31R 541 (T^Rfr)—#qTcfr yM WT sblfrl 3jfrRR 3MTW ifr 

3 M" #1 frRfT TRfT 11 W ^lil^l'd if yfrfr cT#f fr ^dfreb yfr ffrfr ^MTcRJ 312M RTSTR ^llfe/3T#yTfry3 
yy/fryyy eTRT yyfryy fr fr^ # yfr yyfryfr frr sfrenfr^ siaraT frygtfr fr fryfry yRT RTdT t fr frfr 

yfrfrsrfr tt yyfryy gy: #y ^ frfrfrid Ffr #y t, yRg ?Rryy yiyfr ^ ^fr frsrfr yfr t, 3 rt: w ^tr^w fr yrsff 
Rffry frr frfr rft yfr ypMi 11 

29- 3M§ff yR frt 3TR fr ^M^Tcl "(2007)2 IjyRM 428-fryRf ^frfrgfM ifr 3RJ yym ^TR cTSTT 

(2007) wiRfr 805(3j7Rfr)-yfry d^KMifrcbi yyry yT^fr yryfrrr ^fr 3yy" #r frfr # t ffryyy siyRfry fryn yyT i 

30- yyyy yyfryy yRjjf ^ f#^H ^ fryr t ffr yisff wi frt frfey ifr y^rfr# rtct fr sirtr yy sraT# 
fryfryy fr frrafrR ^r fryr yryiffr frr frfri i /4/2000 fr fry> ^ fr 12 yfrRsy w frr siyfr ^r Rrrr 240 fry y# frfr 
wfr fr y?y efr yyfry frfr y# ^ ^jfryyT 3RryiR y?r 11 yfrrf, sraT# fryiy ^r wr frt fr^fry m 3ffyfey fr friyfry yy 
yy #r fr ysy # fr wfry yR^r ^r sriw yyr 11 Ryffr ^yfr str 3M?ff frt str fr yygy frfey Tfr yyyfrfrr ynay fr 
y0c eldi t fr> 3iyT§ff fryiy gRT # 1997-98, 98-99 y?n 99-2000 sudNi'S frt yy> yfr $Rfr£y><Ri frr yffryry 
syyfriy yR^r frt yfrRfT siyyfr p yyyfryr fryi trt arr y yyy yfr ^rt yyyfryr yy wyy fryy yyT §y y yw gyyH 
#irt gRT yfr frr fr>yi yyT rt ?tstt 3fyT2ff fryiy gRT yfr fr yyffr yM frr yfr §ff 1 ^y 'gyyry frr Rffrt yy frfr^j 
^^fr^yyyr fr yfryfryy fr Ry ^ yisff yyyfry wRfr ^ ?yyT5R yfrjy f frrefr yyrfriy frm t ffr yiaff srt fr^j 
^fr^cb<Ri, ^idNi'd fr fryyfryy fr Ry ^r y# fr ^rth frryTfrTyM#yfrti yisff ^rtw yrfrr, fr®j ^frfr^yyyr, 
^MNi'd yfr fr yrfryi siaM yfrfrfr yff tfrryy fr yM fryi ynyi fr w yyyfryr fr yyiy frm 11 yisff yy mirt fryfr 
yy fryi fr yyifrur yfr 11 yisff ff siyff fr yifrM oyfrdfrf fr snysff fr fryffiyy ff fryRy y# y yff Rfffyi fffffrfrry frfr 
yyff fr yyyM ff fr frfr fryi tttsr MiyifriyRR fr yrysi yy^ci yfr yff 11 sir: ^y yrw yfrfrsifrfff ff yisff 3ft.fr.3Tffffryy 
yff eiRi 25-ijyi, yff ifr ijy fr yiytiHnffd y M #5RI yM yRff yy 3ifryyff yfr frff fr sryrrsff fr fffyyy ffryff yyyy yy 
frfr srjfry yM yRff yy sifrryyff fryi yfr wn yiRTT t ifr yrfrfry fffffR/fffryi fr ?yff sijRy rmRcT frff fflM 11 

yfryTyyyyyr yiM yiyyyy, Ry murr, y^ frwff ^rt yRfffffyi sifrR fryfyi 9/10/2001 fr yffffff yrfrfry 
fff#i/fffrRi fryry yff ?yff 3gyiy RMfry fryy ynyy t ffr wsff frffyi yyfffry yfffrff, siyisff friff/yyi fr fffffryry ff yfri 
yryifri yff frfff 1 /a /2000 fr fffri ^jff fr 12 yfrfMy w yff siyfff ff fffyyR 240 fry yyff ffffr yyff fr yaq efr yyfry friff 
yirff ff TjfrcRfi 3RMR ygT 11 yisff, siyiaff fr yfr ffryff fffyfffy yy yy ffrgyy ifr frfrfrry frff fr ysy yff fr yyfry frff 
yyff ff 3RiyiR ygT 11 yiaff yy mirt fryffr yy fry fr Mifriy yff 11 sri: ?y yrw yfrffrrfrfr ff yyaff frffey, sryisff 
fffyfrcb fr fryy£ ffryff yyyy yy yffff syjfrr yM yRff yy 3ifryyfr yfr tl 


fffriff sifffdT yfr, MRnfffri 
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16 Rif, 2017 

SFR.3R. 1302—4siffRR> fRRTR RfRfRRR, 1947 (1947 RR 14) R?1 RRT 17 R) 3FJ8T°T pf R^#R RRRIR ^R? RRR 
RRRft?FT ^ RRRRR R) IW PHRMRI 3TR RRR( RHR.PI ^ #R, 3RJRR 3 3^lRR>' fRRIR R 

RRRTR RUiimR; RfRRRR Ref RR -^RTRMR-1, TJRf ^ RRU (wf RRsRT 12/2006) Rif RRltRlci RR# f, RTf ^r3r 
RRR7R RTT 12.05.2017 R/) RTRf f3R RTI 

[R. R^r-30011/50/2005-3TT|3TR (RTT)] 
R%f R5RK, RRI RfRR 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1302. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 12.05.2017. 


[No. L-30011/50/2005-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, MUMBAI 
Present : JUSTICE SURENDRA VIKRAM SINGH RATHORE, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-12 OF 2006 


Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd 

And 

Their workmen 

Appearances : 

For the first party/Management : Mr. R.S.Pai, Adv. 

For the second party / Bharat Lokhande : Mr.Jaiprakash Sawant, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 27 th day of April, 2017. 

AWARD 

1. As per the schedule of the reference the following industrial dispute was referred to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Marketing Division, Mumbai in 
terminating the services of Shri Bharat Lokhande w.e.f. 1.1.2005 is justified? If not, what relief, Shri Bharat 
Lokhande is entitled to? 

2. Notices were issued to both the parties. Parties have filed their pleadings. In his Statement of Claim the second 
party has submitted that he was employed by the Management of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd (hereinafter 
referred to as the Management) for attending the following works (called as marfatia work) of the Management w.e.f. 
2.2.1989. 

(a) Daily Lodgement of bank documents at Central Office, Ballard Estate. 

(b) Daily posting and bringing mail from Vashi-Turbhe Post Office. 

(c) Carrying to and bringing back mail/stationery from Central Office, Ballard Estate/Maker Towers, Cuffe 
Parade daily. 

(d) Bringing Office stationery, miscellaneous items from local market whenever required. 

(e) Lodgement of Bank documents at Central Bank of India, Ballard Estate before 10.30 a.m. every Saturday. 
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(f) Any other work assigned by the officers of the management from time to time. 

The second party attended the said work and other incidental work under the control of the Officers’ of the 
Management. Initially the workman was given Rs. 1,000/- p.m. from the date of his appointment and subsequently his 
wages were increased during subsequent years. For the year 2004, he was given Rs.4,200/- per month as his wages. He 
has also submitted that Deputy Manager (OPS) Vashi of the Management was his employer and he was a workman 
within the definition of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and he was receiving the consideration as 
wages as defined under Section 2(rr) of the Industrial Disputes Act. He continued in his services till 2004 but without 
following the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act and in violation of the principles of natural justice, by way of 
victimization and in order to deprive him his right to the status and benefits of permanency, his services were 
terminated which amounted to unfair labour practices. He made representations through the Union for his 
regularization and also moved an Application to the Assistant Labour Commissioner but his efforts ended in failure due 
to rigid and adamant attitude of the Management. Thus in brief, the submission of the workman was that he was 
engaged as workman, was paid wages and worked continuously from 1989 to 2004 under the control and supervision of 
the Management. Therefore, termination of his services was illegal as he was a workman and he ought to have been 
regularized. 

3. In the Written Statement filed on behalf of the Management, it was pleaded that Bharat Lokhande was engaged 
as a marfatia contractor for job work on the basis of yearly contract entered into between the Management and 
Contractor. Last of his contract ended on 31.12.2004 and thereafter he was not engaged as contractor. The 
Management has denied the relationship of employer and employee between the Corporation and the said Contractor 
and has pleaded that Bharat Lokhande does not fall within the definition of 2(s) of the Act. Since he was not a 
workman, the reference is not maintainable. 

4. While preparing the judgement, it came to the notice that the Issues have not been framed. Keeping in view the 
rival submissions the following Issues are hereby framed. 

(1) Whether the second party Bharat Lokhande was a workman within the definition of Section 2(s) of the 
Act or he was a Contractor? 

(2) Whether the termination of his services was illegal / irregular? 

(3) Relief, if any, to which the second party is entitled?. 

5. On behalf of Management, the following documents were filed and all these documents have been admitted by 
the second party. Second party has not filed any document. 

(1) Marfatia Contract dated 27.2.1989 for miscellaneous part time jobs at Vashi DU. 

(2) Marfatia Contract dated 27.1.2000. 

(3) Marfatia Contract dated 28.1.2001. 

(4) Letter dated 20.2.2001 from Bharat Lokhande requesting renewal of contract and increase in cost of 
Marfatia contract. 

(5) Letter issued to Bharat Lokhande dated 14.9.2002 intimating of unsatisfactory performance contract. 

(6) Letter from Bharat Lokhande dated 28.12.2002 requesting renewal of contract. 

(7) Marfatia Contract dated 20.1.2003. 

(8) Letter from Bharat Lokhande dated 26.12.2003 requesting renewal of contract. 

(9) Marfatia Contract dated 18.1.2004. 

(10) BKKM’s (union) letter dated 19.11.2004 requesting for permanency of Mr.Bharat Lokhande. 

(11) BKKM’s (union) letter dated 02.12.2004 intimating about adjudication of the matter. 

(12) Letter dated 31.12.2004 to Bharat Lokhande terminating the contract. 

(13) Acknowledgement of Cheque by Bharat Lokhande. 

(14) Letter to Asstt. Labour Comm. Dated 25.8.2005 explaining our stand. 

In this case after making oral submission learned counsel for the management has also filed his written 
arguments. I have also gone through the written argument but the oral submissions made by the rival parties have 
already covered all the issues. 
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6. On the strength of the above mentioned documents, it has been argued on behalf of the Management that Bharat 
Lokhande was wholly a contractor to do the specific work either himself or through some other person, so it cannot be 
stated that he was engaged by the Management to perform certain work himself. However, it has not been denied that 
from the date of his initial engagement in the year 1989 he continued to work till 2004. Contract of Bharat Lokhande 
was for a specified period. On the request of the Bharat Lokhande it was renewed from year to year. Lastly it could not 
be renewed as the unit in which he was engaged was closed. It has also been argued that the company is a Govt, of 
India undertaking and no person can be appointed in any capacity without following due procedure. It has also been 
submitted that Bharat Lokhande has never applied for his appointment as workman and he got the contract only due to 
special favour of some officers. 

7. Learned counsel for the second party has made very lengthy arguments and has argued that it is not a case 
where the contractor has provided the services of other persons to ensure the compliance of the contract but in this 
case, an agreement is shown to have been entered into between Management and Bharat Lokhande. Bharat Lokhande 
has himself performed the duties assigned to him. He has continuously worked under the control and supervision of 
the Management. During the course of argument learned counsel for the workman has submitted that he has not filed 
any document as he places full reliance on the documents filed on behalf of the Management and on the strength of 
those documents he has raised his argument that he was under the control and supervision of the Management. He has 
referred the letter of the Management whereby he was informed that his services were not found satisfactory. He has 
also argued that he has continuously worked for 15 years and this fact is not denied by the Management. So he was a 
workman. He has placed reliance on several pronouncement which shall be dealt with at the relevant part of the 
judgement. 

8. Thus the sum and substance of the arguments of the Management is that Bharat Lokhande was engaged as a 
contractor to do some specific work and there was no control of the Management on Bharat Lokhande as to how, by 
what means and in what manner he will perform the assigned work. His contract was for a specific period of one year 
and thereafter it was renewed from time to time on the request of Bharat Lokhande. Thus he was only a contractor and 
he does not fall within the purview of the definition of workman under the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The argument 
of the learned counsel for the workman is that the contract under which Bharat Lokhande was engaged was sham and 
bogus. Virtually he was engaged by the Management and he continued to work for 15 years. Therefore, he was a 
workman and he deserves to be regularized. 

9. Several case laws have been referred by both the sides and before proceeding further, I would like to mention 
some relevant parts of the case laws relied upon by the rival parties. 

10. On behalf of the Bharat Lokhande, reliance has been placed on Dharangadhra Chemical Works Ltd vs. State of 
Saurashtra AIR 1957 SC 264 

“This argument, however, proceeds on a misapprehension of the true legal position. The broad distinction 
between a workman and an independent contractor lies in this that while the former agrees himself to work, the 
latter agrees to get other persons to work. Now a person who agrees himself to work and does so work and is, 
therefore, a workman does not cease to be such by reason merely of the fact that he gets other persons to work 
along with him and that those persons are controlled and paid by him. What determines whether a person is a 
workman or an independent contractor is whether he has agreed to work personally or not. If he has, then he is a 
workman and the fact that he takes assistance from other persons would not affect his status, (emphasis added) 

“6. If the livelihood of the workmen substantially depends on labour rendered to produce goods and services for 
the benefits and satisfaction of an enterprise, the absence of direct relationship or the presence of dubious 
intermediaries or the make-believe trappings of detachment from the Management cannot snap the real-life 
bond. The story may vary but the inference defies ingenuity. The lia- bility cannot be shaken off.” 

Reliance has also been placed on case law Secretary, Haryana State Electricity Board v. Suresh & Ors. 19991 
CLR 959 SC. 

Relevent part of this case law is hereby produced as under: 

"In this behalf, it is necessary to recapitulate that on abolition of the contract labour system, by necessary 
implication, the principal employer is under statutory obligation to absorb the contract labour. The linkage 
between the contractor and the employee stood snapped and direct relationship stood restored between principal 
employer and the contract labour as its employees. Considered from this perspective, all the workmen in the 
respective services working on contract labour are required to be absorbed in the establishment of the appellant." 

Reliance has also been placed on case law Silver Jubilee Tailoring Home and others v. Chief Inspector of 
Shops and Establishments and another (1974) 3 SCC 498. Following observations have been made by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court at different part of this judgment which may be summarized as under: 
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(i) When the tailors generally attend the shop everyday if there is work and different rates are fixed for them 
according to their sskill and their work is checked then even though there may be no regular hours of 
work or obligation to attend everyday and the tailors could take the work home, there was relationship of 
employer and employee between the tailoring shop and tailors. 

(ii) In recent years the test of right to control the manner of doing the work as traditionally formulated cannot 
be treated as an exclusive test. In order to decide the relationship of employer and workmen it is relevant 
to consider that the workers attend the shop belonging to the employer and work on the machines of the 
shop and that they can be removed if the work is not satisfactory. When after stitching the cloth was 
liable to be checked and returned if not found satisfactory the ultimate authority over the performance of 
the work resided in the employer and this shows that the worker was subject to directions of the latter. 

(iii) It is not necessary that a servant should be under the exclusive control of one master and should work 
whole time in the shop. He can be employed by more than one employer. 

Reliance has also been placed on case Law Shining Tailors and Industrial Tribunal-II and others 1983 II LLJ 
413 SC. In the present controversy relevant part of this case law is hereby produced as under. 

“5. We have gone through the record and especially the evidence recorded by the Tribunal. The Tribunal 

has committed a glaring error apparent on record that whenever payment is made by piece rate, there is no 
relationship of master and the servant and that such relationship can only be as between principal and principal 
and therefore, the respondents were independent contractors. Frankly, we must say that the Tribunal has not 
clearly grasped the meaning of what is the piece rate. If every piece rated workmen is an independent contractor, 
lakhs and lakhs of workmen in various industries where payment is corelated to production would be carved out 
of the expression 'workmen' as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act. In the past the test to determine the 
relationship of employer and the workmen was the test of control and not the method of payment. Piece rate 

payment meaning thereby payment correlated to production is a well-recognised mode of payment to industrial 
workmen. In fact, wherever possible that method of payment has to be encouraged so that there is utmost 
sincerity, efficiency and single minded divotion to increase production which would be beneficial both to the 
employer, the workmen and the nation at large. But the test employed in the past was one of determining the 
degree of control that the employer wielded over the workmen. However, in the identical situation in Silver 
Jubilee Tailoring House and Ors. v. Chief Inspector of Shops and Establishments and Anr. , J. speaking for the 
Court observed that the control idea was more suited to the agricultural society prior to Industrial Revolution and 
during the last two decades the emphasis in the field is shifted from and no longer rests exclusively or strongly 
upon the question of control. It was further observed that a search for a formula in the nature of a single test will 
not serve the useful purpose, and all factors that have been referred to in the cases on topics, should be 
considered to tell a contract of service. Approaching the matter from this angle, the Court observed that the 
employer's right to reject the end product if it does not conform to the instructions of the employer speaks for the 
element of control and supervision. So also the right of removal of the workman or not to give the work has the 
element of control and supervision. If these aspects are considered decisive, they are amply satisfied in the facts 
of this case. The Tribunal ignored the well laid test in law and completely misdirected itself by showing that 
piece rate itself indicates a relationship of independent contractor and error apparent on the record disclosing a 
total lack of knowledge of the method of payment in various occupations in different industries. The right of 
rejection coupled with the right to refuse work would certainly establish master servant relationship and both 
these tests are amply satisfied in the facts of this case. Viewed from this angle, the respondents were the 
workmen of the employer and the preliminary objection therefore, raised on behalf of the appellant-employer 
was untenable and ought to have been overruled and we hereby overrule it. (underlined by me). 

Reliance has been placed on Pachora Peoples’ Co-op. Bank Ltd V. Employees Provident Fund Organisation 
2014 (4) Mh.L.J.436 (H.C.Bom). Paragraph 7, 8, and 9 are reproduced as under: 

“7. We quite appreciate that the Pigmy Deposit Collectors, not only have to make regular visits to small 

depositors like traders, housewives, students, self-employed persons etc., but these visits are promoted owing to 
the requirement of collecting their deposits. This obviously is in tune with and traceable to the business of the 
petitioner bank. This is a manual nature of work and the collections have to be made by going from places to 
places and visiting persons to persons. Various forms have to be filled in, accounts, registers and passbooks are 
required to be maintained and updated on day to day basis and the said amounts received have to be deposited 
with the petitioner bank. The commission to be paid to the said collectors is linked with the quantum of the 
collection. This is ultimately traceable to the business of the bank and is connected with the generation of funds 
for the bank. 









3082 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


8. The definition of ‘wages’ under section 2(rr) of the Industral Disputes Act, 1947, in our opinion and on the 
basis of the view taken by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, squarely covers such Pigmy Deposit Collectors. 
Needless to state, these collectors are answerable and accountable to the petitioner bank. In the event, the Bank 
is not satisfied with the performance of any such collector, it entitles the Bank to delete such collector from its 
list and allot no work to him. 

9. As such, in our opinion, though the degree of supervision, control and direction may differ from what is 
commonly emanating from the public and private industrial sector, we intend to give a wider meaning to the 
principle of “Employer-Employee” in connection with such Pigmy Deposit Collectors.” 

Reliance has also been placed on Saudi Arabian Airlines v. Ashok Margovind Panchal and Anr. 2002 III CLR 
743 (H.C. Bom) 

“9. Applying the aforesaid tests aptly prescribed by the learned Judge, to the present case, the conclusion is 
inescapable that the work continued and the post of security guard was of permanent nature and, therefore, there 
was no application of Section 2(oo)(bb) of the I.D. Act. Even the learned Single Judge of the Madras High Court 
in the case of K. Rajendran v. Director (Personnel), Project and Equipment Corporation of India, reported in 
1992 H.C. Madras 462 has observed as under : — 

"Held : Of course, the intention of the Parliament in enacting Sub-clause (bb) to Clause (oo) of Section 2 of the 
Act was to exclude certain categories of workers from the definition of "retrenchment". But, there is nothing in 
Sub-clause (bb) which enables an unscrupulous employer to terminate the service of the workers on the ground 
of non-renewal of their contract even when the work for which they were employed subsists. The exception as 
contained in Sub-clause (bb) will have to be strictly construed and Clause (bb) should be made applicable only 

to such cases where the work ceases with the employment or the post itself ceases to exist. Clause (bb) cannot be 

made applicable to a case when the employer resorts to contractual employment as a device to simply take it out 

of Clause (oo) of Section 2 of the Act notwithstanding the fact that the work for which the workmen are 

employed continues or the nature of duties which the workmen was performing are still in existence." 

(emphasis added) 

Much reliance has been placed on S.M.Nijalkar & Ors. V. Telecom District Manager, Karnataka 2003 II CLR 
233 SC wherein Hon’ble Apex Court has considered this point. Relevant part is hereby reproduced below. 

13. The termination of service of a workman engaged in a scheme or project may not amount to retrenchment 
within the meaning of Sub-clause (bb) subject to the following conditions being satisfied:- 

(i) that the workman was employed in a project or scheme of temporary duration; 

(ii) the employment was on a contract, and not as a daily-wager simplicitor, which provided inter alia that the 

employment shall come to an end on the expiry of the scheme or project; and 

(iii) the employment came to an end simultaneously with the termination of the scheme or project and 
consistently with the terms of the contract. 

(iv) the workman ought to have been apprised or made aware of the abovesaid terms by the employer at the 
commencement of employment. 

14 . The engagement of a workman as a daily-wager does not by itself amount to putting the workman on notice 

that he was being engaged in a scheme or project which was to last only for a particular length of time or up to to 

occurrence of some event, and therefore, the workman ought to know that his employment was short-lived. The 

contract of employment consciously entered into by the workman with the employer would result in a notice to 

the workman on the date of the commencement of the employment itself that his employment was short-lived 

and as per the terms of the contract the same was liable to termination on the expiry of the contract and the 

scheme or project coming to an end. The workman may not therefore complaint that by the act of employer his 

employment was coming to an abrupt termination. To exclude the termination of a scheme or project employee 

from the definition of retrenchment it is for the employer to prove the abovesaid ingredients so as to attract the 

applicability of Sub-clause (bb) abovesaid . In the case at hand, the respondent-employer has failed in alleging 
and proving the ingredients of Sub-clause (bb), as stated hereinabove. All that has been proved is that the 
appellants were engaged as casual workers or daily-wagers in a project. For want of proof attracting applicability 
of Sub-clause (bb), it has to be held that the termination of the services of the appellants amounted to 
retrenchment.” (emphasis added) 
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Reliance has also been placed on PWD v. Satya Pal 2007 I LLJ 500 wherein Honourable High Court has 
observed in para 9 as under: 

9. It is apparent from the above that the device of issuing work orders was to satisfy the letter of the law as 
contained in Section 2(oo)(bb) but in was in fact it was nothing but an employment on the continuous basis. The 
very purpose for which Section 2(oo)(bb) was introduced was to avoid saddling an employer with the liability 
under Section 25F where a worker had been engaged for a very short period of say, two or three months. It was 
not meant to be invoked in a situation where the worker is in continuous employment, as in this case, for over 

three years. If one were to interpret Sections 2(oo)(bb) in the manner that the appellant suggests, it would permit 

the law to be misused to avoid a statutory liability. It must be kept in mind that the ID Act is intended to protect 

a workman whose services have been continuously engaged for a considerable period of time. It is in this 

background that the provision of Section 2(oo)(bb) should be interpreted.” (underlined by me). 

11. Per contra on behalf of the Management, reliance has been placed on the pronouncement of the Honourable 
Apex Court in Chintaman Rao vs. State of M.P. AIR 1958 SCC 388 

“9. This takes us to the consideration of the definition of the term 'worker' under the Act. 'Worker' is 

defined to mean a person employed, directly or through any agency, whether for wages or not, in any 
manufacturing process. It is and it cannot be disputed that the making of bidis is a manufacturing process. But is 
a Sattedar a person ’employed ', directly or through agency, within the meaning of the definition " employed". 
The concept of employment involves 'three ingredients: (1) employer (2) employee and (3) the contract of 
employment. The employer is one who employs, i.e., one who engages the services of other persons. The 
employee is one who works for another for hire. The employment is the contract of service between the 
employer and the employee hereunder the employee agrees to serve the employer subject to his control and 
supervision. Can it be said that a Sattedar is employed by the management of the factory to serve under it ? 
There is a well understood distinction between a contractor and a workman and between contract for service and 
contract of service. In Stroud's Judicial Dictionary (Third Edition, Volume 1, Page 616) the distinction between 
a contractor and a workman is brought out in bold relief in the following manner: 

10. " Of course, every person who makes an agreement with another for the doing of work is a contractor, in a 
general sense; but as used in Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Viet., c. 37), s. 4 "contractor" and 
"WORKMAN" "have come to have a more restricted and distinctive meaning," and "contractor " means 'one 
who makes an agreement to carry out certain work specified, but not on a contract of service'." The same idea is 
repeated in a different terminology thus.. " A 'contractor' is a person who, in the pursuit of an independent 
business, undertakes to do specific jobs of work for other persons, without submitting himself to their control in 
respect to the details of the work ". There is, therefore, a clear-cut distinction between a contractor and a 
workman. The identifying mark of the latter is that he should be under the control and supervision of the 
employer in respect of the details of the work. This Court in Dharangadhara Chemical Works Ltd. v. State of 
Saurashtra (1) in the context of the definition of " workman " under the Industrial Disputes Act (XIV of 1947) 
made the following observations at page 157: " The essential condition of a person being a workman within the 
terms of this definition is that he should be employed to do the work in that industry, that there should be, in 
other words, an employment of his by the employer and that there should be the relationship between the 
employer and him as between employer and employee or master and servant. Unless a person is thus employed 
there can be no question of his being a workman within the definition of the term as contained in the Act." 

Reliance was also placed on Puri Urban Co-op. Bank vs. Madhusudhan Sahu 1992 (3) SCC 323 . Paras 6 
and 7 are hereby reproduced as under. 

“6. Now engaging Sahu was to require him to weight the ornaments brought in the Bank for pledging and to 
appraise their quality, purity and value. He could be directed to do this but not the manner in which he shall do 
it. That was left to him exclusively, as it depended on his skill, technique and experience. Besides under the 
terms of engagement he was required to, and he did, execute a bond indemnifying and holding himself 
responsible to the Bank for all his acts and commissions as an appraiser, and be accountable for the loss 
sustained by the Bank on account of under-valuation of the gold pledged with it. These terms inhered in the 
Bank the power to warn him and to remind him that he was not expected to be negligent in his duty. Still there 
was a fair element of freedom though coupled with responsibility, for Sahu in the manner in which he could do 
his work. 

7. Therefore, we are of the view that though Sahu claims to be a workman as commonly understood, he was not 

"employed 1 as such, so as to establish a master and servant relationship, which could warrant a re-union in the 

event of disruption, by the intervention of the Labour Court. The allegation of the Bank before the Labour Court, 
as well as here, that Sahu is a reputed goldsmith and had remained gainfully employed so as to disentitle him 
any back wages, which appealed to the Labour Court, has remained uncontroverted before us. It also remains 
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uncontroverted before us that the Bank has, on its approved list, other such like appraisers and it is not 
obligatory for the Bank to allot work to Sahu or any other, at all. Additionally, in no event can he ask for work, 
or periodic remuneration or idling wages. These particulars, not by themselves, but in the totality or 
circumstances indicate lack of master and servant relationship.” (underlined by me) 

Reliance has also been placed in case law Reji Kumar & Ors vs. Director of Health Services, Kerala & Ors. 
2009 (16) SCC 385. Para 7 of this Judgment reads as under: 

“7. Even otherwise, when the appointment itself is for a fixed tenure, though the nature of the tenure is a 

temporary one, the appointment comes to an end after the expiry of the tenure and there would be no relationship 
of master and servant thereafter until the relationship is continued by a fresh letter of appointment, or by 
intervention of any court’s order. We are told that when the appellants approached the High Court, the Court 
had not granted any interim order. By the time they approached the Court the term of one year had expired”. 

Reliance has also been placed on Gamgadhar Pillai vs Siemens Ltd 2007(1) SCC 533. Observations of the 
Honourable Apex Court in paragraph no. 26, 27 and 28 relates in the instant controversy. 

“26. The period of employment had all along been commensurate with the period of work undertaken by 
Respondent under the respective contracts. It may be a small contract or it may be a big one. Period of contract 
in each case was indeed bound to be different. Each site office of Respondent Company is also a separate 
establishment. 

27. It has furthermore not been denied or disputed that services of the employees engaged on such terms 

would come to an end on completion of the period of contract. Such retrenchment would come within the 
purview of Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Industrial Disputes Act. Once the period of contract was fixed and the same 
was done keeping in view the nature of job, it cannot be said that the act of the employer in terminating the 
services of Appellant was actuated by any malice. Such an act on the part of the employer cannot be said to have 
been resorted to for defrauding an employee. The object of such temporary employment was bona fide and not 
to deprive the concerned employee from the benefit of a permanent status. We, having regard to the fact 
situation obtaining herein, cannot infer that the findings of the Tribunal as also the learned Single Judge of the 
High Court were manifestly erroneous warranting exercise of our extraordinary jurisdiction under Article 136 of 
the Constitution of India. 

Reliance has also been placed on the case law (2006) 1 Supreme Court Cases 253 Kishor Chandra Samal vs. 
Orissa State Cashew Development Corporation Ltd. Dhenkanal. Para 10 and 11 of this judgment reads as 
under: 

“10. Section 2(oo) of the Act reads as follows: "Section 2(oo) "retrenchment" means the termination by 
the employer of the service of a workman for any reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted 
by way of disciplinary action, but does not include - 

(a) . 

(b) . 

(bb) termination of the service of the workman as a result of the non-removal of the contract of employment 
between the employer and the workman concerned on its expiry or of such contract being terminated under a 
stipulation in that behalf contained therein" 

11. The decision in S.M. Nilaikar's case (supra) has no application because in that case no period was 

indicated and only indication was the temporary nature of engagement. In the instant case in all the orders of 

engagement, specific periods have been mentioned. Therefore, the High Court's order does not suffer from any 

infirmity, (underlined by me). 

Reliance has also been placed in case law Municipal Council, Samrala vs Raj kumar 2006 (3) SCC 81. 
Attention was drawn towards paragraphs 14 and 15 of the judgement which reads as under: 

“14. The decision of this Court is not an authority for the proposition that apart from a project or a 

scheme of temporary duration. Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Industrial Disputes Act will have no application. 
Furthermore, in the instant case, as has been noticed by this Court in S.M. Nilajkar itself, the respondent was 
categorically informed that as per the terms of the contract, the same was a short-lived one and would be liable 
to termination as and when the appellant thought it for or proper or necessary to do so. Yet again, this Court in 
view of the facts and circumstances prevailing therein had no occasion to consider the second part of Section 
2(oo)(bb) of the said Act. 

15. There is neither any doubt nor any dispute that the terms and conditions contained in the offer of 

appointment on both the spells were the same. So far as the employment of a person in a Municipal Council 
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which is “State” in the meaning of Article 12 is concerned, the same must be done in terms of the provisions of 
the statute and/or rules framed thereunder. The respondent therefore was not appointed on a permanent or a 
temporary basis. It is not the case of the respondent that while making an offer of appointment, the Municipal 
Council had complied with the requirements laid down in the statute or statutory rules or even otherwise the 
same was in conformity with Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 

Reliance was also placed in the case law Management of Sonepat Co-operative Sugar Mills Ltd. vs. Ajit Singh 
2005 (1) LLJ1122 SC 

“Thus, a person who performs one or the other jobs mentioned in the aforementioned provisions only would 
come within the purview of definition of workman. The job of a clerk ordinarily implies stereotype work 
without power of control or dignity or initiative or creativeness. The question as to whether the employee has 
been performing a clerical work or not is required to be determined upon arriving at a finding as regard the 
dominant nature thereof. With a view to give effect to the expression to do “any manual, unskilled, skilled, 
technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work”, the job of the concerned employee must fall within one or 
the other category thereof. It would, therefore, not be correct to content that merely because the employee had 
not been performing any managerial or supervisory duties, ipso facto he would be a workman.” 

Reliance has also been placed on Karnataka Handloom Dev. Corpn. Ltd v. Sri Mahadeva Laxman Raval 2006) 
13 Supreme Court Cases 15 The Apex Court has observed in paragraph 16, 17 and 18 as under: 

16. A careful perusal of the terms and conditions of appointment would go to show that the respondent is 
not a worker but employed on contract basis on a time bound specific scheme assigned as weaving trainer. 
However, the learned Judges of the Division Bench committed a factual error in holding that the above letter of 
appointment does not show that employment was not a contract which stipulated that it comes to an end with the 
expiry of project or scheme nor is it the case of the Corporation that the respondent was made aware of any such 
stipulation even at the commencement of the employment. The High Court has failed to notice that the 
respondent was engaged on contract basis and had been assigned to train weavers who were lagging in weaving 
skills in the weaving potential development area working on time specific short term scheme sponsored by the 
Corporation. We are, therefore, of the opinion that the respondent is not a worker for the purposes of Section 
25F of the I.D. Act but employed on contract basis only. The High Court also has not properly appreciated the 
judgment relied on - S.M. Nilajkar & Ors. vs. Telecom District Manager, Karnataka, (2003) 4 SCC 27. As the 
respondent was engaged as trainer for a specific period under the scheme and was paid a stipend of Rs. 1,000/- 
p.m. from the date of his appointment and, therefore. Section 2(oo) of the Act is not attracted soon after the 
expiry of the specific period the respondent's service was discontinued and so it is not a retrenchment as defined 
under Section 2(oo) of the I.D. Act. 

17. On the other hand, the case of the Corporation before the learned Single Judge and also before the 
Division Bench was that the respondent was not a workman in the employment of the appellant and that he was 
a weaver in the area as another weaver in the area and was getting certain concessions from the Corporation. 

18. We have perused all the appointment letters dated 14.01.1991, 24.02.1992, 10.02.1993, 03.03.1993 
and 30.11.1993 produced by the respondent as annexures which consistently and categorically state that the 
respondent's appointment with the Corporation was purely contractual for a fixed period. The respondent was 
engaged only under the Vishwa programme scheme which is not in existence. Now the scheme came to an end 
during August, 1994 the respondent was also not governed by any service rules of the Corporation. The 
Corporation put an end to the contract w.e.f. 31.08.1993 which, in our opinion, cannot be termed as dismissal 
from service. Even assuming that the respondent had worked 240 days continuously he, in our opinion, cannot 
claim that his services should be continued because the number of 240 days does not apply to the respondent 
inasmuch as his services were purely contractual. The termination of his contract, in our view, does not amount 
to retrenchment and, therefore, it does not attract compliance of Section 25F of the I.D. Act at all. 

12. In view of these rival submission the first and very important point to be decided is whether the workman Bharat 
Lokhande was a workman within the definition of Section 2(s) of the Act or he was only engaged as a contractor. 

13. In support of his claim Bharat Lokhande has filed affidavit of evidence but no documentary evidence has been 
filed. He has placed reliance on the documents relied upon and filed by the Management. 

14. On behalf of the Management affidavit of Narendra Sukhdeo Dhavle has been filed who has also stated that the 
Corporation is a Government of India Undertaking and is governed by Recruitment Rules and has stated that Bharat 
Lokhande was only a Mafatia contractor and was never engaged as a workman. He has also stated that the Despatch 
Unit at Vashi of the Management was closed down permanently w.e.f. 16.5.2005. In his cross-examination, the witness 
has stated that he was not working under the supervision of the Officer of the Management. He was doing his job as 
per the written contract and no one was supervising his work. His statement that the Vashi unit was closed permanently 
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w.e.f. 16.5.2005 has not been challenged in the cross-examination. It is argued that he anyhow got the favour of some 
Officers of the Management and managed to get this contract. He has drawn our attention towards certain part of the 
cross-examination of Bharat Lokhande (second party) which reads as under: 

“I knew A.R.Sarkar from 1992. First contract was given to me by A.K.Sarkar on 27.2.1989. Some Officer at 
Vashi introduced me to Sarkar. The name of the Officer at Vashi is A.V.Mardikar. I went to Vashi Office on 
2.2.1989. Nandini Kutty asked me to visit Vashi Office. I was knowing her for the last 10 years in 1989. 
Nandini Kutty called me for the first time on 2.2.1989 and she introduced me to Mardikar. I met Mardikar for 
that day for about 15-20 minutes. I started working from the date which is mentioned in the agreement. This is 
correct that the first contract for work was from 1.3.1989 to 28.2.1990.” 

15. The argument of the learned counsel for the Management is that the contract entered into with Bharat Lokhande 
was for a specific period and subsequently it was renewed on the request of Bharat Lokhande and ultimately it could 
not be renewed because the Vashi Unit itself was to be closed. 

A careful perusal of the case laws relied upon by the rival parties leads to the conclusion that although the 
supervision and the control on the workman is a guiding factor to determine the relationship of employer and employee 
but it has also been held by the Honourable Apex Court in the above mentioned case laws that this is not the concluding 
factor to determine the relationship. 

The next guiding factor to determine the nature of relationship is the nature of the initial engagement and the 
duration. The conclusion that comes out after careful scrutiny of all the above mentioned case laws show that if a 
casual engagement is made even though on contract basis but the same is continued for several years then the 
relationship would be the employer and the workman. A distinguishing factor that can be carved out from the case laws 
is the period of the initial appointment. If the initial appointment has been made for a specific period or till the 
continuance of the project then the position would be different and such cases shall be different from the cases where 
initial appointment has been made without specifying any period of appointment. 

16. It also comes out from the above case laws that in some cases the nature of work for which a person was 
employed also helps in determining the nature of employment. At this stage I would like to quote the definition of 
workman as defined in Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 which reads as under: 

“workman” means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any manual, unskilled, 
skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of employment 
be express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in relation to an industrial dispute 
includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with, or as a 
consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does not 
include any such person- 

(i) Who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950 (46 of 1950), or the Navy 
Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or 

(ii) Who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison; or 

(iii) Who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; or 

(iv) Who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding [ten thousand rupees] per 
mensem or exercises, either b the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the powers 
vested in hi, functions mainly of a managerial nature. 

I would also like to quote Section 2(oo) 2(bb) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

2(oo) (bb) termination of the service of the workman as a result of the non-renewal of the contract of 
employment between the employer and the workman concerned on its expiry or of such contract being 
terminated under a stipulation in that behalf contained therein; or 

17. The aforesaid definition is of great importance to determine the controversy in hand. Of course the intention of 
the Parliament in enacting such clause (bb) to clause (oo) of Section 2 of the Act was to exclude certain category of 
workers from the definition of retrenchment but there is nothing in sub clause (bb) which enables the unscrupulous 
employer to terminate the service of the workers on the ground of non-renewal of their contract even when the work for 
which they were employed subsists. The explanation as contained in sub-clause (bb) will have to be strictly construed 
and clause (bb) must be made applicable to such cases where the work ceases with the employment or the post itself 
ceases to exist. It cannot be made applicable to a case when the employer resorts to a contractual employment. The 
contract of employment consciously entered into by the workman with the employer is by itself a notice to the 
workman on the date of the commencement of the employment itself which goes to inform the workman that his 
employment was short lived as per the terms of the contract and was for a specific period and was liable to be 
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terminated on the expiry of the period specified in the contract or the project itself coming to an end. In such situation 
the workman would not be in a position to make complaint that his employment came to an abrupt termination. It is 
true that Industrial Disputes Act is intended to a workman whose services has been continuously engaged or a 
considerable period of time and in this background the provisions of Section 2(oo) and (bb) should be interpreted. Of 
course a person who makes an agreement with another for doing a work is a contractor and contractor means one who 
makes a agreement to carry out certain work in pursuit of independent business undertakes to do specific jobs of work 
for other persons without submitting himself to their control in respect to the details of the work. Thus there is a clear 
cut distinction between contractor and a workman but as stated earlier supervision by the employer in respect of the 
performance of the work cannot be conclusive proof of relationship. The essential condition of a person being a 
workman within the terms of the definition of the Act is that he will be employed to do the work in that industry and 
there should be, an employment by the employer and there should be relationship between the employer and him as 
master and servant. Unless a person is thus employed there can be no question of such relationship within the meaning 
of the Act. Even otherwise when an appointment itself is for a fixed tenure that the nature of tenure is a temporary one 
his appointment would come to an end after expiry of the tenure and there would be no relationship of master and 
servant. Thereafter by a fresh letter of appointment the same may be extended which will amount to a fresh contract. 

18. In the case of Kishor Chandra Samal the Honourable Apex Court has distinguished the decision in S.M.Nilajkar 
and has observed that S.M.Nilajkar case has no application because in that case no period was indicated and only 
indication was temporary nature of engagement and in that background the relationship of employer and workman was 
accepted. 

Now in this legal background, the issue No.l has to be considered. 

ISSUE NO.l : Whether the second party Bharat Lokhande was a workman within the definition of Section 2(s) of 
the Act or he was a Contractor? 

So far as facts of this case are concerned there is no dispute regarding facts. The initial engagement of the 
second party Bharat Lokhande was as Mafatia contractor and the contract itself reads that he may do the specified work 
either himself or shall get it done through others. Thus the nature of work as specified in the said contract shows that 
those work were of independent nature. It was not specified in the contract that how he will perform the work, how he 
had to complete the said work. He was to perform the assigned work in his own manner. The very distinguishing 
factor in the facts of the instant case was that the contract was for a specific period of one year. Even date of 
termination of the contract was also mentioned. After going through the cross-examination of Bharat Lokhande 
(second party) the only conclusion that can be arrived at is that he has never applied for his appointment as a workman. 
His admission in the cross-examination show that it was only by some special favour or due to some of his personal 
relations with some officers he was given this contract. It is also admitted that Bharat Lokhande from the date of his 
initial appointment worked for 15 years till 31.12.2004 but it is also an admitted fact that every year after expiry of the 
period of contract he himself gave request letter to the company for renewal of his contract. Several of such letters 
have been filed on behalf of the management and the same are admitted. In all such letters Bharat Lokhande has 
referred himself as Mafatia contractor. It is nowhere the case of the second party that he was forced to write so and he 
was a workman in the company. Thus the long period on which the learned counsel for Bharat Lokhande has laid great 
emphasis was virtually due to the yearly renewal of the contract and every such renewed contract was for a specific 
period of one year. It is also an admitted fact that the Vashi unit wherein Bharat Lokhande was working as Mafatia 
contractor came to an end in May 2005 because lease which was granted by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd was 
cancelled by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd and, therefore, unit was closed. Since every contract of Bharat 
Lokhande was for a specific period of one year therefore after 31.12.2004 there was no occasion for the company to 
renew the said contract for another period of one year. Nor the workman can make a complaint that his contract came to 
an abrupt end which was not within his notice. 

19. Thus keeping in view the legal position as discussed above, this Tribunal is of the considered view that every 
time engagement of Bharat Lokhande was for a specific period of one year. Even the date of determination of contract 
was mentioned therein . On the request of the workman himself his contract was renewed. He himself in his request 
letters addressed himself as Mafatia contractor and it is also not been challenged that the said unit in which he was 
working was closed within a very short period thereafter. Thus it is true that Bharat Lokhande worked for a long time 
but keeping in view the guidelines as laid down by the Honourable Apex Court in the above mentioned case this 
Tribunal is of the considered view that inspite of his engagement for a long period the nature of his relationship cannot 
change because every contract was a fresh contract and that too say for a specific period of one year. So it transpires 
from a bare perusal of fact that Bharat Lokhande continued to work as a Mafatia contractor for a long time which was 
due to yearly renewal of his contract and when he came to know that Vashi unit is going to be closed then for the first 
time he raised demand for his regularization which was uncalled for in the facts of the present case. Thus in view of the 
discussion made above this Tribunal is of the considered view that there was no relationship of workman and employer 
as claimed by Bharat Lokhande . This issue is hereby decided in favour of the Management. 
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20. ISSUE NO.2 : Whether the termination of his services was illegal / irregular? 

In view of the discussion made above, virtually there was no termination of the services of Bharat Lokhande 
which was only on the expiry of the period of contract that could not be renewed as the Vashi unit itself was closed. So 
by any stretch of imagination it can be stated that the termination of his services was illegal or irregular. This issue is 
accordingly decided against Bharat Lokhande. 

21. ISSUE NO.3.: Relief, if any, to which the second party is entitled?. 

In view of the findings given on Issue No.l and 2 Bharat Lokhande is not entitled to any relief. 

Award is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE S. V. S. RATHORE, Presiding Officer 
16 Rt 2017 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1303. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 58/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
12.05.2017. 


[No. L-29012/79/2008-IR (M)] 


RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 21 st April, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 58/2008 

I Party 

Smt. Rathnamma, 

W/o Ananda Shetty, 

R/of Melige Post, 

Thirthahalli Taluk, 

Shimoga District-577415 

Since, I party Workman Rathnamma expired and later, her 
husband Ananda Shetty also Expired represented by her L.R’s: 

1. Sri. Karunakara , S/o Late Sh. Rathnamma & Ananda Shetty. 

2. Sri. Shivaram Shetty, S/o Late Sh. Rathnamma & Ananda Shetty, 
since Shivaram Shetty expired represented by his wife Rukmini 
and daughters Rashmi M.S, Sushma M.S, Reshma M.S 

All residing at Melige Post, Thirthahalli Taluk, 

Shimoga District. 

(For I party, M. Rajashekar, Advocate) 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 
Mysore Minerals Limited, 
No. 39, M. G. Road, 
Bangalore.- 560001 


(For II party M/s. A.K. Vasanth & 
M.K. Girish, Advocates) 
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AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/79/2008-IR(M) dated 04.08.2008 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause fd) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Smt. Rathnamma w/o Ananda Shetty by the management of 

Mysore Minerals Limited w.e.f. 17.07.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

2. Brief details mentioned in the Claim Statement are as follows:- 

The I Party submits that the II Party has illegally terminated the services of the workman Rathnamma w/o 
Ananda Shetty, (since deceased) w.e.f. 17.07.1998, and the workwoman has faced unemployment, financial hardship, 
mental agony, and thereby suffered heavily. The I Party/ Workman has been appointed as a Labour/Mazdoor/Workman 
in the II Party on 05.04.1977 at Thirthahalli Clay Mines, Thirthahalli Taluk, Shimoga District. Since, then the I Party 
has worked continuosly to the best of her ability and to the satisfaction of her superiors. The I Party submits that, while 
working as a workman, the II Party forced the I Party to undergo Medical Examination on 22.01.1998. The Doctor has 
issued the incorrect report in Form “O” to the II Party, stating that I Party appears to be more than 58 years. Further, 
the II Party decided to terminate her service with effect from 17.07.1998. Further, the I Party states that, the II Party 
based on the false certificate issued by the Doctor, has forcibly and illegally terminated her services and informed the 
said fact to the I Party, vide its letter dated 27.07.1998. The I Party states that, the actual date of birth of the I Party is 
entered in the B Register, which is 05.04.1948 and as per the register, as on 17.07.1998 the age of the workwoman, 
would be only 50 years 3 months and 13 days and the II Party has illegally terminated the I Party. Further, the I Party 
states that, the II Party with a malafide intention of terminating the services of I Party has obtained a false certificate 
stating that her age would be 58 years as on 17.07.1998 as against the true age and their own record. It is submitted that 
in the entire service of the I Party the II Party has not bothered to get the I Party medically checked up and for the first 
time during the year 1998, the II Party with a sole intention of removing the I Party from the service, has obtained the 
medical check-up done and illegally removed her from the service. Further, it is submitted that, the I Party has not been 
covered by the Mines Act, 1952 and Mines Rules 1995. Therefore, there has been no necessity for I Party to undergo 
any medical examination as required under the Mines Act and Rules since her service has not been covered under the 
said Act. It is submitted that, at the time of removing the I Party from the service she has been given only gratuity and 
all other service benefits have been intentionally withheld by the II Party and the said conduct of the II Party is highly 
objectionable and condemnable. Further, it is submitted that, the other co-employees of the I Party those who have 
been illegally discharged from the service by the II Party have succeeded in either getting the job or the service 
benefits. Hence, the I Party is also entitled to get her legal dues from the II Party. It is further submitted that since the I 
Party has been illegally discharged from service w.e.f 18.07.1998, i.e., nearly 6 years, 8 months and 17 days, earlier to 
the date of superannuation (04.04.2008), without assigning any valid reasons and without settling her service benefits 
such as Gratuity, Provident Fund, Earned Leave, Bonus, Medical Benefits etc., the I Party has suffered great loss and 
hardship apart from suffering financial loss and sustained mental shock. It is submitted that, since the I Party is not 
worldly wise she could not fight back and recover the benefits for which she is legally entitled to. Further, I party is 
entitled to receive damages from the II Party for illegal termination/ discharge and having made the I Party to suffer 
great mental shock. Thus, the LRs of the deceased workwoman are entitled to get Rs. 5,74,180/- together with interest 
at the rate of 12% from 18.07.1998 up to the date of payment by the II Party. Therefore, it is prayed that this Court may 
be pleased to allow the claim petition and direct the II Party to pay a sum of Rs. 5,74,180/- along with interest at the 
rate of 12% from 18.07.1998 up to the date of payment by the II Party together with costs, in the interest of justice and 
equity. 

3. Brief details mentioned in the Counter statement ate as follows:- 

At the time of joining the service, in the year 1977, the I party has furnished her date of birth as 05.04.1948 as 
per the Horoscope maintained by his parents as per the family tradition and custom. It is not correct to state that the 
II party has accepted the same as true and correct. The I party has not produced any authenticated document with 
regard to her date of birth before the II party. Further, II party on the recommendation of the employees union of the II 
party, the I party has been subjected to medical examination. It is not with any ulterior motive as alleged by the I party. 
All the required facilities have been provided by the II party to the I party as per the Mines Act. The allegation made 
by the I party in para No.8 of the claim petition is wholly incorrect. The II party has instructed the Medical Examiners 
to submit report with regard to health condition and age of the mining workers. The allegations of the I party that the II 
party with an ulterior motive tampered the I party’s record, date of entry and age, etc, is false and in correct. All the 
required service regulations governing the I party have been followed by the II party. The I party joined the services of 
the II party on 05.04.1977 at the age of 29 years. The Register of Employees in Form-B is produced for the kind 
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perusal of this Court and enclosed as Annexure-Rl. It is further submitted that the I party is not entitled for any reliefs 
from this Court much less continuity of service, back wages, and other consequential benefits. Therefore, the I party 
is not entitled for any relief at the hands of this Court. In the medical examination, the I party has been found to be 
aged more than 58 years as per the report given by the doctors. Therefore, I party cannot question before this Court 
with regard to genuineness of medical examination report as law provides alternative remedy, i.e., filing appeal before 
the Medical Appellate Board within 30 days. Therefore, the I party is debarred in law to question the legality of the 
medical report before this Court. The I party has approached this Court, with incorrect allegations against the II party. 

Therefore, the filing of the above dispute is against the principle of Promissory Estopple. Hence, the claim filed 
by the I party before this Court is time barred and this Court cannot entertain the said claim at this length of time. 
Viewed from any angle, the claim filed by the I party is not maintainable for the above mentioned reasons. 

Hence, II party prays to dismiss the claim petition filed by the I party. 

Further, this is an old case of the year 2008. In the circumstances, this Court is constrained to pass appropriate 
award, in accordance with law, based upon the materials brought on record. 

4. The pertinent point that arises for consideration in the present matter is: - 

“Whether the removal from service of Smt. Rathnamma w/o Ananda Shetty by the management of Mysore 

Minerals Limited w.e.f. 17.07.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the I party is entitled to?” 

5. Analysis, Discussion Findings with regard to the above mentioned point :- 

The WW-1 namely, Smt. Rathnamma W/o Ananda Shetty/Workwoman (since deceased) has examined herself 
as WW-1 and also, the above mentioned submissions made in the claim statement have been stated by her. Further, 
Death Certificate of Smt. Rathnamma W/o Ananda Shetty, has been submitted, in order to establish that she has 
expired on 13.07.2012 and also family tree details have been issued by the Village Accountant dated 30.07.2012. The 
WW-1, has clearly submitted in the claim statement and also, in her evidence that she has joined the II party-company 
on 05.04.1977 and Terminated on 17.07.1998. Further, WW-2 namely Smt. Rukmini, wife of Shivarama Shetty, 
examined herself as WW-2 and she has filed Ex W-7 to Ex W-10. Further, WW-3, Rashmi M.S, D/o Shivarama 
Shetty, examined herself as WW-3 and she has filed Ex W-ll to Ex W-14. Further, as per Ex W-14, the Genealogical 
tree detail has been issued by the Village Accountant. Further, Karunakara M.A, has examined himself as WW-4 and 
filed Ex W-15 to Ex W-18. 

6. Further, it is seen that as per the Register of Employees, furnished by II party the Date of Birth of workwoman 
has been mentioned as 05.04.1948, as pointed out in the claim statement. Further, in the Ex-W2 Medical Report, the 
workwoman has affixed only the left hand thumb impression. On that ground only, it is pointed out in the claim 
statement that the workwoman is an illiterate workman and not worldly wise to understand the details, properly. 
Further, as per the Ex-WlO, the family members details of deceased workman have been clearly furnished by the I 
party. Also, as per Ex-W12, the death certificate of Ananda Shetty, has been issued by the Chief Registrar of Births 
and Death. Further, as per E-W13 the death certificate of Shivarama Shetty, Son of workman has been filed. Further, 
in the Counter statement, itself, the II party has admitted that the workwoman has joined the services of the II party on 
05.04.1977 and the Register of Employees in Form - B has also been submitted. Further, W2 to W4 witnesses have 
clearly established by filing the relevant records, as mentioned in the Exhibits list and also significantly established that 
they are entitled to get the amount of Rs.4,15,815/- payable to the deceased workwoman. Further, the Assistant 
Manager, of II party, namely MW1 has also admitted that the said workwoman joined the services of II party company 
on 05.04.1977. However, the II party has not established that removal of I party from the services of II party is genuine 
and legitimate. 

7. Further, it is found that the I party is not entitled to get gratuity for the period 18.07.1998 to 04.04.2006, and 
also interest at the rate of 12% and further, the amount of damages from the II party management for the above 
mentioned peculiar facts and special circumstances and unique details and reasons. Further, it is seen that, the 
II Party/Management is adopting super technical and hyper technical measures, so as to stop the workwoman of I Party 
from getting the legal benefits. Further, the intension of the legislature in enacting the Social Welfare provisions of 
Industrial Dispute Act would be defeated, if the untenable actions of the II Party/Management are not taken into 
consideration very seriously, and also the legal benefits of the workwoman are denied. As held in Basti Sugar Mills 
Co. Ltd. Vs State of U.P., (1979) 2 SCC 88, by V. Kishna Iyer. J: “Industrial Jurisprudence does not brook nice 
nuances and torturesome technicalities to stand in the way of just solutions reached in a rough and ready manner. Grim 
and grimy life-situations have no time for the finer manners of elegant jurisprudence.” Thus, the process of industrial 
adjudication is an onerous task being guided by the constitutional mandates and aiming at settlement of the industrial 
dispute on a fair and just basis, tested on the touchstone of social and economic justice. When an industrial dispute is 
raised, it is a commotion to be pacified by dispensing justice. In such adjudication, not just the right to equality and 
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other Constitutional guarantees, but the aims and ideals of the Constitution enter into the consideration. It is the duty of 
the Courts to apply directive principles in interpreting the Constitution and the laws. 

8. Further, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, dated 29.03.2001, Mr, Hon’ble Justice. K.L, 
Manjunath, in Writ Petition No. 5615/200KS-RES), between Smt, K. Dundamma Vs MMLfTT Party herein) , it is 
clearly held as follows:- “The Management herein shall not change the date of birth of the petitioner in the service 
register without adopting the procedure known under the law”. Further, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka, dated 12,06,2002, by the Hon’ble Mr, N.K, Jain, Chief Justice and Mr, Hon’ble Justice. S.B. Majige, in 
Writ Appeal No. 3460/01 C/W W.A. No. 3459/OKS), between MMLfTT Party herein) Vs Puttachari and others , it is 
specifically held as follows:- “Once the age is entered in service record, it cannot be changed unless the procedure 
prescribed for changing the date of birth is followed.” Also, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, 
dated 01,06,2006, Mr, Hon’ble Justice. Ashok.B. Hinchigeri, in Writ Petition No, 26101/01 C/W W.P. Nos. 23798/01, 
23797/01 & 23794/OKS-RES), between Sh. V.C. Range Gowda and others Vs MML (II Party herein) , it is particularly 
held as follows:- “I unmistakably hold that the impugned order and the medical reports are totally unsustainable and 
quash them for the following reasons:- 

a) The decision making process is not fair and transparent. 

b) The impugned decision to retire them from the service is passed in fragment violation of the principles of 
natural justice. 

c) It shocks the judicial conscience that somebody’s age can be determined based on the medical 
examination; even when the medical science and technology have advanced, a stage has not yet come 
where the date of birth can be ascertained with a absolute certainty based on the medical examination. 

d) There is no application of mind either by the respondents or by the author of the medical reports. 

e) The respondents are in no position to spell out the details of the ‘Mass Medical Examination’. They have 
not filed the affidavits of the doctors who conducted the medical tests on the basis of which the age is 
determined. How many employees were subjected to the medical examination, what is the length of the 
medical examination and how many doctors did the examination are not forthcoming from the 
respondents. 

f) Based on the unreliable medical reports, the date of birth of the petitioners cannot be altered to their 
prejudice and disadvantage. 

Viewed from any angle, the impugned orders and the medical reports are wholly unsustainable. Therefore, the 
respondents order dt. 26.02.2001 Annexure-B in W.P. No. 26101/01, dt. 12.03.2001 Annexure-B in W.P. Nos 
23798/01, 23797/01 & 23794/01 and dt. 27.03.2001 Annexure-A in W.P. No. 23797/01 and the medical reports 
Annexures C-l to C-4 in W.P. No. 26101/01, Annexure-B in 23797/01 & Annexure-C in W.P. No. 23794/01 are 
hereby quashed. For no fault of the petitioners they are driven to this Court by the capricious acts of the respondents. 
Therefore, I impose a cost of Rs. 1,000/- on the respondents payable to each of the petitioners within 4 weeks from 
today. The Writ Petitions are accordingly allowed.” Hence, the II Party is not justified in submitting in the 
Objection/Written Statement that, the Medical Examination has been conducted as per the Mines Rules, 1955 and the 
I Party, has not been allowed to work after 17.07.1998, as the I Party has reached the age of superannuation. 

9. Further, the jurisdiction of an Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, therefore, is expansive and creative and 
not restricted to only enforcing or interpreting the contract of service or the extant of legal provisions and it is not- 
fettered by the limitations of contracts and can even involve extension of existing agreement of the making of a new 
one, or in general, creation of new obligations or modification of old ones. The ultimate object is to see that industrial 
disputes are settled by industrial adjudication on principles of fair play and justice. The I Party has clearly established 
that the II Party has terminated the service of I Party without following the due process of law and also principles of 
natural justice, fairness and reasonableness and hence, the workman of I Party is entitled to get full back wages and 
other consequential benefits from the date of termination, i.e., 18.07.1998 to 04.04.2006. For the above, mentioned 
reasons, it is found that, the LR’s of the deceased workman namely i) Smt. Rukmini, wife of Shivarama Shetty and 
daughters of Shivarama Shetty namely ii) Rashmi M.S, iii) Sushma M.S, and iv) Reshma M.S are entitled to get 
l/4 th share each of 50% of the amount of Rs.4,15,815/- payable to deceased workwoman and another 50% of 
Rs.4,15,815/- to Karunakara M.A, towards monetary benefit amounts, and loss of income sustained and payable to the 
I Party workwoman Smt. Rathnamma w/o Ananda Shetty from 18.07.1998 to 04.04.2006, for the above mentioned 
various reasons, grounds and details mentioned in the claim statement and also, established by the I party, in 
accordance with the law. Accordingly, the following award is passed. 








3092 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


AWARD 

The II Party is not justified in terminating the service of the Smt. Rathnamma w/o Ananda Shetty- 
workwoman, (since deceased) w.e.f 17.07.1998 and II Party is directed to pay Rs.4,15,815/- for the loss of 
income sustained by the workwoman to the LRs of the deceased workwoman, namely, i)Smt. Rukmini, 
wife of Shivarama Shetty and daughters of Shivarama Shetty namely ii) Rashmi M.S, iii) Sushma, M.S, 
iv)Reshma M.S at the rate of l/4 th share each of 50% of the amount of Rs.4,15,815/- payable to deceased 
workwoman and another 50% of Rs.4,15,815/- to Karunakara M.A, and the award is passed accordingly, 
without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 21 st April, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 

Smt. Rathnamma, I Party/workman (Deceased) 

WW2 

Smt. Rukmini, W/o Late Shivarama Shetty 

WW3 

Ms. Rashmi M.S, D/o Late Shivarama Shetty 

WW4 

Sri. Karunakara M A, S/o Late Rathnamma Ananda Shetty 


List of witness on the side of the II party: Mr.Somanna, Asst. Manager . 
Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

ExW-1 

- 

‘B’ Register of Employees 

Ex W-2 

- 

Medical Report in Form ‘O’ 

Ex W-3 

16.07.1998 

Letter by II Party to I Party 

Ex W-4 

27.07.1998 

Order by II Party to I Party 

Ex W-5 

05.04.1977 

Statement of Attendance, leave, emoluments etc., 

Ex W-6 

18.07.1998 

Statement of Attendance, leave, emoluments etc., 

Ex W-7 

- 

Aadhaar Card Copy of Rukmini 

Ex W-8 

- 

PAN Card details of Rukmini 

Ex W-9 

- 

Bank Account details of Rukmini 

Ex W-10 

01.03.2017 

Family Tree details 

ExW-11 

- 

Aadhaar Card Copy of Rashmi M S 

Ex W-12 

18.12.2012 

Death Certificate of Ananda Shetty 

Ex W-13 

05.02.2016 

Death Certificate of Shivarama Shetty 

Ex W-14 

30.07.2012 

Family Tree details issued by Village Accountant 

Ex W-15 

- 

Aadhaar Card Copy of Karunakara M A 

Ex W-16 

- 

PAN Card details of Karunakara M A 

Ex W-17 


Bank Account details of Karunakara M A 

Ex W-18 

24.03.2017 

LRs details by Workwoman. 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1304. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 97/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
12.05.2017. 


[No. L-29012/23/2007-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 21 st April, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 97/2007 


I Party 

Sri. Rangaswamy, 

S/o Late Hanumanayaka, MML Worker, 
Anathi Village & Post, 

Bagur Hobli, Channarayapatna Taluk, 
Hassan District. 

(For I party. M/s K.T. Govinde Gowda 
& Sh. C.G. Dileep Gowda, Advocates) 


II Party 

The Managing Director, 

Mysore Minerals Limited, 

No. 39, M G Road, 

Bangalore- 560001 

(For II party M/s. L. Venkatarama Reddy 
Advocate) 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-29012/23/2007-IR(M) dated 21.08.2007 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited in terminating the services 
of Sri. Rangaswamy w.e.f. 26.03.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Brief details mentioned in the Claim Statement are as follows:- 


The I Party submits that in the year 1986, he has joined in the service of the II Party management at its Mining 
Unit viz., Bhaktharahalli Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining Worker under Token 
No. 138. The I Party has been rendering his service Sincerely, Honestly, Diligently without giving any room for any 
omission or commission. The I Party submits that, from 07.02.1998 for a period of 5 weeks the I Party could not attend 
the duty due to his mother’s illness and also, subsequently she died. The I Party intimated the same to the officials of 
the II Party and requested them for sanctioning the leave. Knowing the said details the Manager of II Party issued 
notice dated 07.03.1998, 13.03.1998 and 23.03.1998. After the receipts of the notices, the I Party promptly once again 
explained his difficulties for his absence for the duty and availing leave thereon, due to serious illness of his mother. 
Subsequently, the I Party reported for duty on 26.03.1998 onwards but Officials of the II Party refused to allow him 
inside the Mines at Bhaktharahalli and Byrapura Mines on the plea that the said Manager required clarification from the 
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II Party Head Office. Everyday the I Party used to approach the Manager of Bhaktharahalli and other Superiors for 
providing employment. The I Party respectfully submits that, during the year 1995-96, the II Party Management as 
eyewash entrusted some Mining Development Work in Hassan and Shimoga Districts to Private Contractors without 
following due process of law and paid about Rs. 21 crore in an illegal manner without extracting Mining Development 
Work. Finally and ultimately the II Party adopted its own tactics, ways and means for terminating the Mining Workers, 
in short cut methods and also in an illegal and irregular manner by adopting anti-labour and un-fair labour practice and 
victimized the I Party and other co-workers by removing them enmasse by resorting to so-called Medical Examination 
during the year 1998. The I Party respectfully submits that, the action of the II Party in terminating the services of the I 
Party in the said manner tantamount, to retrenchment within the meaning of Section 2(00) of the Industrial Dispute Act. 
The II Party having not followed the Mandatory provisions of Section 25 F, G, H & N of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 and Rules 78 and 79 thereon, the action of the Management is, therefore, void-ab-initio as laid by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India in the case of Sundaramani Vs State Bank of India, Santhosh Gupta Vs State Bank of India, 
Robert D’Souza Vs Southern Railway, K.S.R.T.C.- Bangalore Vs Boraiaha and others and also violated the Provisions 
of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The II Party Management is not justified in retrenching the service of the I Party w.e.f. 
26.03.1998, in summary manner, without any regard to the principal of Natural justice and fair play. The I Party 
respectfully submits that apart from the violation of various provisions of the I.D. Act, and the Principle of Natural 
justice, the II Party violated its own Certified Standing Orders namely Mysore Minerals Limited Officers and 
Employees Conditions of Service, Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules under Rule/Clause 24 & 33. The I 
Party respectfully submits that, the II Party failed to issue 3 months prior notice or tendered payment of 3 months 
salary to the I Party before termination of service of the I Party under Rule 24. The I Party submits that the II Party 
failed to issue the charge sheet and show-cause notice to the I Party. The I Party submits that the I Party belongs to 
Scheduled Tribe which is socially and economically weaker section and also, he is the Rural based worker and used to 
work in Mines, which is in a remote place of the village and the I Party is also an illiterate worker belonging to 
Economically weaker section & not a matching party to fight against the II Party, for the injustice done by the II Party. 
The I Party is facing financial hardship and mental agony due to stoppage of his monthly earnings in the II Party 
organization and also, due to illegal termination. Also, the I Party is not able to maintain himself and his family with 
day to day, food and basic needs. The I Party has faced the financial hardship to reach the Labour Department like 
Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli from his place, for raising the dispute and also, to 
set right his grievances. Ultimately with great hardship, mental agony and with the help of well wishers, the I Party has 
raised the I.D before the Assistant Labour Commissioner and Conciliation Officer (C), Hubli on 27.03.2006. The I 
Party is entitled for back wages, continuity of service and other consequential benefits from the date of refusal to 
provide employment w.e.f. 26.03.1998. The II Party violated the provisions of I.D. Act as well as its own Certified 
Standing Orders/Service Rules as stated above. Under the I.D. Act there is no limitation prescribed for raising the 
dispute and the Article 137 of Schedule to the limitation Act is not applicable to proceedings under I.D. Act. This point 
is repeatedly decided by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India and Hon’ble High Courts of various states namely, 

(i) LLJ-11-200l-pg788-792 [SC], Sapan kumar Pandit Vs U.P. State Electricity Board and others. 

(ii) LLJ-I-1999-pg 1260-1265 [SC], Ajaib Singh Vs Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-cum-processing 
Service Society. 

(iii) LLJ-II-1999-pg-482-483[SC], Mahavir Singh Vs U.P. State Electricity Board and others. 

(iv) LLJ-I-2003-pg 412-414 [MP], Ramadhar Tiwari Vs Union of India and others. 

(v) LLJ-I-1994-pg 468-471 [All], U.P. State Spinning Mills Co. Vs State of U.P & Others 

(vi) LLJ-11-2003-pg 1143-1145[Ori], Management of Aska Co-operative Central Bank Ltd. Vs State of 
Orissa 

(vii) LLJ-I-2002-pg-204-206 [Mad], E.E. Construction Division 2, Mannarpuram, Trichy and Another Vs 
M.Gaj apathy and Another 

(viii) LLJ-I-2002-pg-1079-1081[Del], Mangal Singh Vs Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal No.l, Delhi 
and Another 

(ix) LLJ-I-2002-pg-1129-1132[Bom], Haribhau S/o. Gaman Waghchaure Vs State of Maharastra and 

Another. 

Therefore, the I Party prays this Court to pass an award holding that the action of the II Party Management is not 
justified in terminating the service and also, premature superannuating of the I Party services w.e.f. 26.03.1998 and to 
direct the II Party to reinstate the I Party, with continuity of service, with payment of Full back wages and other 
consequential benefits from the date of termination i.e., 26.03.1998 till providing employment as per B-register and 
EPF records and Service records maintained by the II Party and EPF Authorities and pay the interest at the rate of 
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18% from the said due date, up to the date of payment and further, award for the cost of the present proceedings, in the 
interest of justice and also, equity. 

3. Brief details mentioned in the counter statement are as follows:- 

The II Party states that, the dispute raised by the I Party is totally perverse, frivolous and misconceived, and 
there is no merit in the dispute, in question, raised by the I Party. Hence, the same is liable to be dismissed in limine at 
threshold. The II Party also states that, the I Party has raised the dispute after lapse of 10 years from the date of 
termination of service i.e, 26.03.1998. The II Party states that, the I Party has been given 30 days time to prefer appeal 
before Appellate Medical Board as per Rules. The I Party has not availed the opportunity extended to him by the II 
Party. However, the I Party waited for the result in the case filed by the co-workers, who approached Hon’ble High 
Court of Karnataka. The Success of co-workers of I Party in W.P. No. 5615/2001 and 269101/2001 before Hon’ble 
High Court of Karnataka inspired the I Party to file this dispute after lapse of 10 years. The II Party states that, if 
parties like I Party, are allowed to file dispute before the Court of law, then there will be no end to litigation in the 
country. Hence, the conduct of the I Party does not deserve any relief at the hands of this Tribunal. The II Party also 
states that, the dispute raised by the I Party is liable to be dismissed on the ground of delay and latches, since the claim 
made by the I Party is stale and time barred. The II Party states that, the II Party has arranged for Medical Examination 
of all the employees and workers, working at Mines Units during the year 1997-98 as required under Mines Rules 1995, 
which is a requirement of law. The II Party also states that, for the above said purpose of Medical Examination of 
workers, as per the advice of the Director of Mines Safety - a team of qualified and Senior Medical Officers from Hutti 
Gold Mines Co. Ltd., have been specifically entrusted to carry out Medical Examination of all the workers of II Party, 
who are working at Mines Units in various places. The said expert team have examined the I Party and found that I 
party has no capacity to work in the mine, in view of the fact that the I Party, aged more than 58 years as on the date of 
Medical Examination. As per the report of expert Medical examination, the II Party Management took the decision to 
terminate the services of the workers who are working at Mines units under the management of II Party. However, the 
I Party took decision to receive the monetary benefits arising, due to of the termination, i.e., E.P.F, Gratuity, Leave 
Pension and settled the matter with the II Party without any protest and without any grievance of his rights. The II 
Party also states that, the I Party who has amicably settled his monetary benefits with the II Party and has no right to 
raise the present dispute after lapse of 8 years, at instigation, for wrongful gain. The II Party states that, the dispute 
referred by Government of India is itself not maintainable in law, in view of the fact that there is no relationship of 
employer and employee existed between I Party and II Party, as on the date of preferring the reference. Hence, the 
reference is made without authority of law and without jurisdiction, as such the dispute deserves to be dismissed on this 
ground alone. The II Party states that, the Central Government ought to have refused to refer the dispute sought by the I 
Party on the ground that the claim does not merit reference. There is no Industrial Dispute existed or is apprehended. 
The II Party also states that, the statements made by I Party in the claim statement are all denied as false and incorrect 
and the I Party is put to strict proof thereof. The I Party is not entitled for any family pensionary benefits as per law. 
The provisions of Employees Provident Fund Act, 1952 and Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 are not applicable in the case 
of the I Party. The II Party also states that, the I Party is happily working elsewhere since from the date of his 
termination. Hence, the question of suffering from financial problems without work does not arise at all. The II Party 
states that, the II Party has not changed the date of birth of I Party as alleged by him. The II Party also states that, the 
statement of I Party that he is pursuing the concerned authorities till raising the dispute is totally incorrect and the I 
Party has slept over his rights for 10 years. The II Party states that, the allegations of the I Party that the II Party has not 
followed the procedure and law while terminating the I Party and the action of the II Party is illegal, irregular and 
arbitrary, capricious and malafide are all figment of imagination of the I Party. Therefore, the II Party prays this Court 
to dismiss the dispute filed by the I Party with exemplary costs, in the interest of justice and equity. 

4. The crucial point that arises for consideration in the present matter is:- 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited in terminating the services of 

Sri Rangaswamy w.e.f. 26.03.1998 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

5. Analysis, Discussion Findings with regard to the above mentioned point :- 

The I Party/workman namely WW1 has specifically stated in the claim statement and also in his evidence that he 
has joined in the service of II Party/Management at its mines unit, namely Bhaktharahalli Chromite Mines, 
Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, as a Mining Worker under Token No. 138 in the year 1986. The WW1 has 
also rendered his service sincerely, honestly, diligently, without giving room for any omission or commission. The I 
Party states that, from 07.02.1998 for a period of 5 weeks the I Party could not attend the duty due to his mother’s 
illness and also subsequently, she died. The I Party intimated the same to the officials of the II Party and requested 
them for sanctioning the leave. Knowing the said details the Manager of II Party issued notice dated 07.03.1998, 
13.03.1998 and 23.03.1998. After the receipt of the notices, the I Party promptly once again explained his difficulties 
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for his absence for the duty and availing leave thereon, due to serious illness of his mother. The I Party states that the II 
Party failed to issue the charge sheet and show-cause notice to the I Party. Further, WW1 also states that, his date of 
birth as per the Register of Employees maintained by II Party is 07.11.1965 and he is entitled to serve in the II Party- 
company, till reaching the age of superannuation i.e, till 07.11.2025. WW1 also states in his evidence and claim 
statement that, he is not gainfully employed anywhere during the termination period and he is depending upon the 
earnings from the employment with the II Party and due to his illegal termination he has suffered mental agony and 
hardship. Furthermore, in the claim statement and the evidence the I Party/workman has stated that all the efforts made 
by him, for recalling above mentioned termination order has not materialised, due to the unreasonable attitude of the II 
party. Further, I party has particularly stated in his claim statement that he is an illiterate and he is the only bread 
winner of his family and his repeated request has not been considered by the II Party, due to the adamant, un¬ 
reasonable, un-helpful attitude and hostile discrimination of the II Party Management. Further, as per Ex W-4, dated 
31.08.2001, the I Party has sent letter to II Party requesting the II Party to permit him to do the duty and pay the wages 
from 26.03.1998 till allowing and permitting him to work and as per Ex W-5, circular issued on 22.08.2008 by the II 
Party and the retirement age of workman has been increased from 58 to 60 years, by the II Party. 

6. Further, I Party has clearly stated that he has met the officers of the II Party several times and also requested for 
cancellation of Termination Order issued by the II Party illegally, but the II Party has failed to consider the request of I 
Party and therefore the punishment of termination imposed by the II Party is illegal, irregular, arbitrary, malafied and 
also not justified in accordance with law. Further, in the evidence the I Party has clearly stated that he is not gainfully 
employed anywhere during the termination period and he is depending upon the earnings from the employment with the 
II Party and due to his illegal termination he has suffered mental agony and hardship. Further, it is the settled law that 
there is no estoppel as against the statutory rights with regard to the workers right, as pointed out in the Social Welfare 
legislation of Industrial Dispute Act. Hence, the Management cannot submit that after receiving the terminal benefits, 
the workman cannot adjudicate for his legal rights under the provisions of I.D. Act. 

7. Further, on a careful scrutiny of the pleadings namely claim statement and objection filed by the II Party and 
also evidence and documents filed on behalf of both parties and Exhibits filed on behalf both the parties, it is found that 
the II Party has not taken action as per the principles of natural justice, fairness and reasonableness. Further, on 
appreciating the evidences adduced and also the documents produced by both the parties, in the proper perspective, it is 
found that the workman is entitled to get reinstatement, with full back wages, and also with the continuity of service. 
Further, it is seen that, the II Party/Management is adopting super technical and hyper technical measures, so as to stop 
the workman from getting the legal benefits. Further, the intension of the legislature in enacting the Social Welfare 
provisions of Industrial Dispute Act would be defeated, if the untenable submissions of the II Party/Management are 
not taken into consideration very seriously and, it is found that the legal benefits of the workman have to be granted in 
the best interest of Industrial Adjudication. Further, the II Party issued, three notices dated 07.03.1998, 13.03.1998 and 
23.03.1998 to I Party. However, I Party has clearly stated that his Date of Birth is 07.11.1965, and he will be attaining 
the age of superannuation only on 07.11.2025 and after taking the 5 weeks of leave the I Party, has reported for duty on 
26.03.1998. Further, the Assistant Manager of II party namely, MW1 has clearly admitted that the Register of 
Employees has been submitted to this court. As per the Register of Employees, the Date of Birth of I party has been 
mentioned as 07.11.65 only. Further, MW1 has admitted in the cross examination, that it is true to suggest that there is 
also no health unit and Bhattarahalli Chromite Mines is an —open mine and there is no shelter from Sun and Rain, and 
along with the termination order issued to the I party, three months salary has not been paid and he does not know as to 
whether change of age, has been intimated to EPF Authorities, as per the Medical certificates and it is true to suggest 
that the I party is an illiterate person. Further more, MW 1 has admitted that it is true to suggest that having suffered the 
loss the Management thought of reducing the number of workers and at the said juncture, the Management ordered for 
Medical Examination of all the mining workers and we have not produced the medical certificate issued by the Doctor 
who examined the I party and it is true to suggest that the I party has not been issued the charge sheet and no enquiry 
has been conducted before the termination of his service. 

8. Further, it is relevant to mention that the I Party workman has been punished by II Party on 26.03.1998 itself. 
Further, the underlying aim and object of adjudication of an Industrial Dispute is, in effect, dispensation of social and 
economic justice and translating fundamental rights as well as directive principles into some tangible relief. As held in 
Basti Sugar Mills Co. Ftd. Vs State of U.P., (1979) 2 SCC 88, by V. Kishna Iyer. J: “Industrial Jurisprudence does not 
brook nice nuances and torturesome technicalities to stand in the way of just solutions reached in a rough and ready 
manner. Grim and grimy life-situations have no time for the finer manners of elegant jurisprudence.” Thus, the 
process of industrial adjudication is an onerous task being guided by the constitutional mandates and aiming at 
settlement of the industrial dispute on a fair and just basis, tested on the touchstone of social and economic justice. 
When an industrial dispute is raised, it is a commotion to be pacified by dispensing justice. In such adjudication, not 
just the right to equality and other Constitutional guarantees, but the aims and ideals of the Constitution enter into the 
consideration. It is the duty of the Courts to apply directive principles in interpreting the Constitution and the laws. 
The jurisdiction of an Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Fabour Court, therefore, is expansive and creative and not restricted to 
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only enforcing or interpreting the contract of service or the extant legal provisions and it is not-fettered by the 
limitations of contracts and can even involve extension of existing agreement of the making of a new one, or in general, 
creation of new obligations or modification of old ones. The ultimate object is to see that industrial disputes are settled 
by industrial adjudication on principles of fair play and justice. 

9. Further, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, dated 29.03.2001, Mr, Hon’ble Justice. K.L. 
Manjunath, in Writ Petition No. 5615/200KS-RES), between Smt. K. Dundamma Vs MMLfll Party herein) , it is 
clearly held as follows:- “The Management herein shall not change the date of birth of the petitioner in the service 
register without adopting the procedure known under the law”. Further, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Karnataka, dated 12,06,2002, by the Hon’ble Mr, N.K, Jain, Chief Justice and Mr, Hon’ble Justice. S.B. Majige, in 
Writ Appeal No. 3460/01 C/W W.A. No. 3459/OKS), between MML(II Party herein) Vs Puttachari and others , it is 
specifically held as follows:- “Once the age is entered in service record, it cannot be changed unless the procedure 
prescribed for changing the date of birth is followed.” Also, in the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, 
dated 01,06,2006, Mr, Hon’ble Justice. Ashok.B. Hinchigeri, in Writ Petition No, 26101/01 C/W W.P. Nos. 23798/01, 
23797/01 & 23794/OKS-RES), between Sh. V.C. Range Gowda and others Vs MML (II Party herein) , it is particularly 
held as follows:- “I unmistakably hold that the impugned order and the medical reports are totally unsustainable and 
quash them for the following reasons:- 

a) The decision making process is not fair and transparent. 

b) The impugned decision to retire them from the service is passed in fragment violation of the principles 
of natural justice. 

c) It shocks the judicial conscience that somebody’s age can be determined based on the medical 
examination; even when the medical science and technology have advanced, a stage has not yet come 
where the date of birth can be ascertained with a absolute certainty based on the medical examination. 

d) There is no application of mind either by the respondents or by the author of the medical reports. 

e) The respondents are in no position to spell out the details of the ‘Mass Medical Examination’. They 
have not filed the affidavits of the doctors who conducted the medical tests on the basis of which the 
age is determined. How many employees were subjected to the medical examination, what is the 
length of the medical examination and how many doctors did the examination are not forthcoming from 
the respondents. 

f) Based on the unreliable medical reports, the date of birth of the petitioners cannot be altered to their 
prejudice and disadvantage. 

Viewed from any angle, the impugned orders and the medical reports are wholly unsustainable. Therefore, the 
respondents order dt. 26.02.2001 Annexure-B in W.P. No. 26101/01, dt. 12.03.2001 Annexure-B in W.P. Nos 
23798/01, 23797/01 & 23794/01 and dt. 27.03.2001 Annexure-A in W.P. No. 23797/01 and the medical reports 
Annexures C-l to C-4 in W.P. No. 26101/01, Annexure-B in 23797/01 & Annexure-C in W.P. No. 23794/01 are 
hereby quashed. For no fault of the petitioners they are driven to this Court by the capricious acts of the respondents. 
Therefore, I impose a cost of Rs. 1,000/- on the respondents payable to each of the petitioners within 4 weeks from 
today. The Writ Petitions are accordingly allowed.” Hence, the II Party is not justified in submitting in the 
Objection/Written Statement that, the Medical Examination has been conducted as per the Mines Rules, 1955 and it is 
true that, I Party, has not been allowed to work after 26.03.1998, as the I Party has reached the age of superannuation. 

10. Further, in the Judgment reported in 1981-1-LLJ-327 the Hon’ble Supreme Court oflndia, dated 12.12.1980, 
Mr, Y.V, Chandrachud, Hon’ble Chief Justice, Mr, Justice A.P. Sen, between Grindlays Bank Limited Vs Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal and others , it is pertinently held as follows:- “It is needless to stress that where the 
Tribunal proceeds to make an award without notice to a party, the award is nothing but a nullity. In such 
circumstances, the Tribunal has not only the power but also the duty to set aside the ex parte award and to direct the 
matter to be heard afresh.” In the present case also, the I Party has clearly established that the II Party has terminated 
the service of I Party without following the due process of law and also principles of natural justice, fairness and 
reasonableness and hence, the I Party is entitled to get reinstatement with full back wages and also, the continuity of 
service. Thus, the point is answered in favour of I Party. Hence, the following award, is passed:- 

AWARD 

The II Party/Management is not justified in terminating the service of I party/Rangaswamy with effect 

from 26.03.1998 and II Party is directed to reinstate the I Party with continuity of service, and with 

payment of full back wages and other consequential benefits from the date of termination, namely, 
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26.03.1998 till providing employment and the present reference is answered in favour of I party, without 
cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 21 st April, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. Rangaswamy, I Party/ workman 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Somanna, Assistant Manager/II Party 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

ExW-1 

07.03.1998 

First Notice letter 

ExW-2 

13.03.1998 

Second Notice letter 

ExW-3 

23.03.1998 

Final Notice letter 

ExW-4 

31.08.2001 

Letter written by I Party to II Party 

ExW-5 

22.08.2008 

Circular relating to enhancing the superannuation 

age from 58 years to 60 years 


Exhibit marked on behalf of II Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

ExM-1 

- 

Register of Employees 

ExM-2 

- 

Employees Service Record 
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15.05.2017 OTl W|3TT RTI 

[TT. TT^T—30011/1/2008-OTT^OTR (13)4)] 

TI^T HHIR, OTcR HfOTH 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1305. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 05/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Guwahati now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
15.05.2017. 


[No. L-30011/1/2008-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, GUWAHATI, ASSAM 

Present : Sri M.K. Bhattacharjee, M.A., LL.B., 

Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between: 

The Management O.N.G.C. Ltd., Sibsagar, Assam. 

-Vrs- 

Their Workmen represented by the Vice President, ONGC Workers’ Association, Sibsagar, Assam. 

Ref. Case No. 05 of 2008 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Management : Mr. G.N. Sahewalla, Sr. Advocate 

Mr. B. Das, Advocate 

For the Union : Mr. M.J. Quadir, Advocate, 

Mr. S.Y. Ahmed, Advocate 
Date of Award: 28.04.2017 

AWARD 

1. This Reference Case arose out of an Industrial Dispute between the employer, ONGC Ltd. (Management of 
Assam Asset, Nazira) and their workmen in respect of the claim raised by the Workmen through their Union regarding 
regularization of service of six Junior Technical Assistant (Boiler). The matter was referred by the Ministry of Labour 
and Employment, Government of India, vide Order No. L-30011/l/2008-IR(M);Dated: 05/05/2008 u/s 10(l)(d) of the 

1. D.Act. 1947. The Schedule of the Reference is as follows : 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of ONGC Ltd. (Executive Director, Assam Asset, Nazira, Dist. 
Sivsagar Assam) in not regularizing the services of 6 Jr. Technical Assistants (Boiler) (List enclosed in 
Attnexure-A) appointed on contractual basis June, 1998 is justified or not ? To what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were served upon the parties who appeared and submitted their respective 
statements. The case of the workmen was that 14 posts of Boiler Operators along with other posts were to be filled up 
in the year 1997 in ONGC, ERBC, Assam Asset. Accordingly, a requisition for recruitment of 7 Posts of Junior 
Assistant Technician (Boiler) was sent to the Assistant Director Employment, Jorhat, Sivsagar, Sonari, Nazira and 
Mariani. Thereafter 7 candidates were selected and appointed to the Posts of Junior Assistant Technicians (Boiler) 
on regular basis. After recruitment of the 7 Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler), the ONGC again forwarded requisition 
for recruitment of 7 numbers of Junior Assistant Technicians (Boiler) on contract basis to the Assistant Director, 
Employment Exchange of Jorhat, Sivsagar, Sonari, Nazira and Mariani. Names of 7 candidates (1) Biswajit Das, (2) 
Mirazul Haque, (3) Taskinuddin Ahmed, (4) Jogen Saikia, (5) Dambarudhar Gogoi, (6) Pranab Saikia & (7) Bipul 
Dutta were sponsored by the Employment Exchanges and they appeared before the interview on 08.06.98 and were 
selected for the post of Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler) on contract basis. Subsequently the aforesaid 7 candidates 
were appointed for a period of six months on contractual basis. From time to time their period of contract was extended. 
After 04.10.2000 the Management of ONGC extended the service of the said Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler) for a 
period of 4 years and engaged them on tenure basis without terminating the contract engagement, and recommended for 
4 years engagement. Again on expiry of the above mentioned extension, the Management of ONGC extended their 
service on 03.10.05 for 2 months till 30.11.05. The said period of engagement was further extended as per terms based 
employment Scheme by holding an interview on 20.11.05 and at that time ONGC management changed the 
nomenclature of Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler) and renamed the Post as Field Operator (Boiler) on 09.12.2005 to 
which the aforesaid workmen have been posted earlier since 1998 without changing the ONGC’s recruitment and 
Promotion Policy and the period of their services was extended for 4 years with a rider clause of 45 years of age for 
termination of the service and reducing the Pay Scale to Rs.5000/- from Rs.5188/-. The aggrieved employees then 
approached the Management for regularization of their services on and from 03.05.2001. The Manager, Industrial 
Engineering, Nazira recommended for 10 numbers of Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler) for regular appointment. In 
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this connection, the Ministry of Labour, Government of India vide Notification dated 08.09.94 prohibited contract 
labour of boiler operation along with other categories of workers in the establishment of ONGC in the Country. As 
such, the Management of ONGC did not engage Boiler Operator either on contractual or on tenure basis. The ONGC 
Workers’ Association , ERBC Sivsagar, thereafter, raised an Industrial Dispute before the ALC(C), Ministry of Labour, 
Government of India on behalf of the above named 7 numbers of workmen. However, due to obstinacy of the 
Management the conciliation process ended in failure and ultimately the matter was referred to the Tribunal. The 
workmen prayed for the following relief. 

(i) The aggrieved employees sought regularization of their services against regular post of Boiler Assistant 
Technician with effect from date from which they assumed the charges of lunior Technician (Boiler); 

(ii) The aggrieved employees also demanded regular Pay Scale and annual increment and other fringe 
benefits at par with the regular employees of the same cadre. 

(ii) After regularization their promotion to the next higher post are also to be considered as per rules. 

4. The Management of ONGC, Nazira, Sibsagar submitted their written statement stating that the aforesaid 7 
numbers of Junior Assistant Technician (Boiler) were appointed purely on contract basis for six months and such 
contract was renewed from time to time. It was also stated that all the workmen, aforementioned, joined their duties 
accepting all the terms and conditions mentioned in the Memorandum dated 09.06.98 (Exhibit-2) wherein it was clearly 
mentioned that the engagement of the said workmen was temporary and for a fixed term and there could not have a 
claim for regularization. In the year 2001 ONGC took a Policy decision for engagement of workers on a scheme of 
tenure based for a period of 4 years or up to the age of 40 years whichever is earlier and the ONGC held an interview 
in the year 2001 for engagement of qualified and suitable persons under the same Scheme with effect from 24.10.2001 
for a period of 4 years on the terms and conditions mentioned in the offer of tenure based engagement vide memo dated 
04.10.01 (Exhibirt-3). It was also stated that on expiry of 4 years i.e. on 30.11.2005 the engagement of those workers 
came to an end and subsequently the workmen and employer relationship between the parties also came to an end. The 
ONGC again held interviews on 28.11.05 for filling up of certain posts of Field Operators (Boiler) on tenure basis and 
accordingly they were appointed on the same terms and conditions as appended in letter dated 09.12.2005 (Exhibit-5). 
Their engagement was temporary in nature for the period of 4 years which came to an end on 08.12.09. The 
Management further contended that with passing of ONGC (Transfer of Undertaking) Act, 1993, the function of the 
Company as a commercial entity depended on competition with other global players engaged in exploration, 
development and production of hydrocarbons. As a result, ONGC was required to obtain exploration rights or licenses 
on the basis of open competitive bidding with other global players and as such, the availability of works depended upon 
the successful bidding of the ONGC in the global tender. It was also stated that in view of the aforesaid development in 
the functioning of ONGC the claim of the workers that the nature of their work was permanent was not tenable. It was 
also mentioned that the Management gave the workmen a chance for appearing in interview for regularization but the 
workmen could not come out successful in the interview on 01.03.2008. On the aforesaid premises the Management 
prayed for rejecting the claim of the workmen. 

5. During the pendency of this reference workman Mirajul Haque was appointed by the Management of ONGC to 
the post of Junior Assistant Technician (cementing) and in this connection on a petition was filed by the then Vice 
President, ONGC Workers Association, Sibsagar and name of Sk Mirajul Haque was struck off from the reference vide 
order dated 22.04.2010. Similarly workman Jogen Saikia and Biswajit Das also filed joint petition along with an 
Affidavit praying for dropping their names from the reference as they were also appointed by the Management on 
regular basis. Their names were also struck off vide order dated 25.04.2013. The workman Taskinuddin also submitted 
similar petition through the Union for allowing him to withdraw from the proceeding as he was also appointed as Junior 
Assistant Technician (production) on regular basis by the Management. His name was accordingly struck off from the 
reference vide order dated 06.05.2013. In respect of workman Bipul Dutta, his engaged counsel Mr. M.J.Quadir 
submitted a petition dated 06.05.2013 stating that the workman expired on 20.09.2005 during the pendency of this 
reference and his legal heirs did not pursue the matter and as such, the case of workman Bipul Dutta was not pressed 
before the Tribunal and his name was struck off vide order dated 06.05.2013. In view of the aforesaid, this proceeding 
remained between the Management of ONGC and two workmen namely Pranab Saikia and Dombarudhar Gogoi and 
their Union. Meanwhile, during the pendency of this Reference case before this Tribunal, a Misc Case No.3 of 2010 
was filed by the Union representing workman Pranab Saikia who was not considered for further engagement by the 
management on the ground of his vision problem. This Tribunal passed an order on 24.5.2010 directing the 
management of ONGC to engage workman Pranab Saikia on tenure basis. Against this order the management preferred 
Writ Petition No.5028/ 2010 before Hon’ble Gauhati High Court. The Writ petition was disposed of by the Hon’ble 
Gauhati High Court vide order dated 9.6.2011 directing the management of the ONGC to accommodate the workman in 
any other non-technical post on tenure basis, preferably on the same rank and pay. 
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6. The workmen side examined six witnesses while the Management examined one witness. On conclusion of the 
hearing my learned Predecessor answered the reference vide his Award dated 28.06.2013 with the following operative 
part:- 

“Considering the facts and circumstances of the case & having regard to the discussion and the findings 
arrived at as above, and taking into account the ratio of the judgments pronounced by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court as mentioned above, it can safely be held that the workmen have not been able to establish 
that they were engaged in any sanctioned post and the Management engaged the workmen according to 
their requirement and volume of works as per the provision of the Recruitment Policy adopted by their 
Competent Authority. Under the above circumstances, it can be concluded that the action of the 
Management ONGC Ltd. ( Executive Director, Assam Asset, Nazira, Dist-Sivsagar, Assam ) in not 
regularizing the service of 6 Jr. Technical Assistants (Boiler) appointed on contractual basis in the Month 
of June,1998 is justified and accordingly the workmen are not entitled to any relief. Hence, this Reference 
is answered in favour of the Management. ” 

6. Against the aforesaid order, the workers Association of ONGC, Assam Asset, Nazira and 2 workmen namely 
Pranab Saikia and Dambarudhar Gogoi preferred Writ Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India before 
the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court which was numbered as W.P.(C) 6110/2013. The Hon’ble High Court disposed of the 
aforesaid Writ Petition vide order dated 15.2.2016 and remanded back the reference case to this Tribunal for fresh 
decision. The relevant part of the order passed by the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court is as under:- 

“1 7. When the petitioners were appointed as Field Operator (Boiler) on tenure basis on 09.12.2005, it was 
specifically mentioned therein that the tenure engagement would be subject to the decision of the Hon ’ble 
Gujrat High Court/Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Gujrat where identical 
issues were being adjudicated. ” 

“18. Mr. Quadir, learned counsel for the petitioners has placed before the Court a copy of the judgment 
of the Division Bench of the Gujarat High Court dated 29.04.2015 passed in a batch of Letters Patent 
Appeal (Executive Director, ONGC Vs ONGC Employees Mazdoor Sablia). In the said batch of cases, 
the industrial dispute pertained to regularization of service of the term based employees. In fact the 
schedule of the reference in the said cases reads as under:- 

“Whether the demand of the ONGC Employees Majdoor Sabha, Baroda to give regular appointment to 
577 terms based appointees (list enclosed) is proper or just? If so, what relief the workmen are entitled for 
and what directions are necessary in the matter ?” 

“19. The Tribunal on due consideration issued a number of directions. One of the directions was to 
regularize the services of such term based employees. Another direction given was not to undertake 
any recruitment exercise without providing regular employment to the term based appointees. It was 
against the last direction of the Tribunal that ONGC preferred writ petitions before the Gujarat High 
Court. A Single Bench of the Gujarat High Court dismissed the writ petitions upholding the award passed 
by the Tribunal except the direction not to go for fresh recruitment without giving regular appointment to 
the term based appointees. It was held that since the workmen had already undergone the procedure of 
recruitment their cases for regularization deserved consideration. Accordingly, directions were issued to 
absorb them as regular employees. On appeal, i.e. Letters Patent Appeal No. 797/2013 and other connected 
appeals, the Division Bench of Gujarat High Court vide the common order dated 29.04.2015 rejected the 
contentions advanced on behalf of ONGC. The appeals were accordingly dismissed as merit-less. It was 
held that the decision of the Tribunal as affirmed by the Single Bench did not call for any interference. 
Exhaustive reference was made to the decision of the Apex Court in the case of ONGC Ltd. Vs Petroleum 
Coal Labour Union, Civil Appeal No. 3727/2015 decided on April 17, 2015. ” 

“20. When in the tenure appointment of the petitioners it was mentioned that such appointment would be 
subject to the outcome of the decision of the Gujarat High Court or the decision of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Gujarat, it was the bounden duty of the Tribunal to 
have awaited the verdict of the Gujarat High Court. At this stage, it may be mentioned that on a 
comparative analysis of the schedules in both the references i.e., in the present reference as well as in the 
Gujarat reference, it is more than evident that the subject matter of the two reference proceedings was 
indeed identical. A perusal of the impugned award dated 28.06.2013 would go to show that there is no 
reference to the decision of the Tribunal at Gujarat which decision has been upheld by the Gujarat High 
Court, both at the stage of Single Bench as well as by the Division Bench. ” 
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“21. At this stage, it may be noted that against the decision of the Division Bench of the Gujarat High 
Court, ONGC filed Special Leave to Appeal (SLP) Nos. 22467-22469/2015 before the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court. However, by order dated 17.08.2015 the SLPs were dismissed. ” 

“22. The aforesaid development has considerable relevance and would have a vital bearing on the 
outcome of the industrial dispute between the petitioners and respondent No.l. Therefore, the same is 
required to be considered by the Tribunal afresh as it is necessary and important to maintain uniformity 
in the decisions arrived at by industrial adjudicators on industrial disputes having identical dimension. ” 

“23. In such circumstances, Court is of the view that it would be just and proper if the case is remanded 
back to the Tribunal for a fresh decision in the light of the aforesaid development. Accordingly, impugned 
award dated 28.06.2013 is hereby set aside and quashed. Matter is remanded back to the Tribunal for a 
fresh decision in accordance with law. Till such decision is taken, service status of the petitioners as on 
today shall be maintained. Let the fresh decision on remand be taken within a period of 4 (four) months 
from the date of receipt of a certified copy of this order. ” 

7. In view of the aforesaid order passed by the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court, this Tribunal is required to decide the 
reference afresh keeping in mind the decision of the CGIT, Gujrat as upheld by Hon’ble Gujrat High Court and Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in similar and identical matter. 

8. It appeared from the evidence adduced by the workmen side that the workmen were originally appointed on 
contract basis by the Management as Junior Technician (Boiler). The period of their engagement was extended from 
time to time and ultimately after holding an interview the workmen were engaged as Field Operator (Boiler) on tenure 
engagement on 9.12.2005 vide Ext-H. It is therefore, an admitted fact that though the workmen were engaged on tenure 
basis, their engagement was done after holding interview. The aforesaid facts are not in dispute. 

9. It is submitted by both sides that similar appointments on tenure basis were made by the Management of ONGC 
in several places and industrial dispute arose out of such appointments and subsequent actions of the management. An 
identical matter was referred to CGIT, Gujrat by the Ministry and that is why all such appointments made thereafter 
were stated to be subject to the decision of Hon’ble Gujrat High Court/ CGIT, Gujrat. Hon’ble Gauhati High Court has 
already held in W.P(C) No. 6110/2013 that matters are identical in nature and after passing of the “Award” by 
CGIT, Gujrat, it was challenged by the Management before Hon’ble Single Bench of Gujrat High Court where the 
decision of the CGIT was substantially upheld. The management then preferred Writ Appeal before the Division Bench 
of Hon’ble Gujrat High Court which upheld the decision of the Hon’ble Single Bench. Ultimately, SLP filed by the 
Management before the Hon’ble Supreme Court was also dismissed. In view of the aforesaid development, Hon’ble 
Gauhati High Court held, in W.P (C) No. 6110/2013, that this Tribunal is required to consider the aforesaid 
development/ facts and “it is necessary and important to maintain uniformity in the decisions arrived at by industrial 
adjudicators on industrial disputes having identical dimension.’’From Ext-H, a document of the Management and 
admitted by both sides it was clear that the appointments of the workmen on tenure engagement as Field Operator 
(Boiler) shall be subject to the decision of the Hon’ble Gujrat High Court. 

10. During argument of the matter, learned lawyers of both the sides fairly admitted that the identical matter was 
decided by the CGIT, Gujarat with several directions including regularization of the service of such termed based 
employees. It was also fairly conceded that against the award passed by the Tribunal, Gujarat the Management 
preferred a Writ Petition before the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court and subsequently to the Division Bench of the Hon’ble 
Gujarat High Court and in both the matters, Hon’ble Gujrat High Court upheld the award passed by the CGIT, Gujarat. 
The Management also filed a Special Leave to Appeal No. 22467-22469/2015 before the Hon’ble Supreme Court but 
the same was dismissed vide order dated 17.08.2015. It was also very fairly contended by the learned lawyers of both 
the sides that in view of the aforesaid decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court the Award passed by the CGIT, Gujarat in 
the identical matter of facts attained finality and in view of the specific mention in Ext-H that engagement of the 
Field Operators on tenure basis on 09.12.2005 would be subject to the decision of the CGIT, Gujarat/Hon’ble Gujarat 
High Court (in Ext H), this Tribunal is required to answer the reference in the same/similar way as that of CGIT, 
Gujarat. It is however, stated that in view of lack of medical fitness of the workmen involved in this reference, the facts 
of this reference varies to a certain extent. 

11. During pendency of this proceeding, out of the seven workmen, only 2 workmen namely Pranab Saikia and 
Dambarudhar Gogoi remained in the fray. The names of the remaining five were struck off on their petitions as stated 
in paragraph 4 of this “Award”. 

12. During argument it was submitted that both Mr. Pranab Saikia and Dambarudhar Gogoi were found medically 
unfit for the technical job and both of them are not in the employment of ONGC as on date. Learned lawyer appearing 
for the management fairly submitted that he has no objection if the workmen found medically unfit is absorbed in a 
non-technical post subject to their eligibility in respect of age, etc. 
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13. In view of the above discussion, since the two workmen namely, Mr. Pranab Saikia and Mr. Dambarudhar 
Gogoi were subsequently found to be medically deficient for technical job during consideration of their extension as 
tenure based Field Operator (Boiler), they shall be absorbed on regular basis by the management in any non-technical 
post subject to their eligibility regarding age, etc. Their regularization in any non-technical post shall be done notionally 
from the date(s) on which they last worked as tenure based Field Operator (Boiler). The management shall complete the 
aforesaid exercise within a period of 2 (two) months from the date of the receipt of this order. 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 28 th day of April, 2017 at Guwahati. 

M. K. BHATTACHARJEE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1306. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bureau of Civil Aviation Security and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 11.05.2017. 


[No. Z-16025/3/2017-IR (M)] 


RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 31/2013 


Shri Sandeep Kumar, S/o late Shri Suresh Kumar, 

R/o House No. 177, Pole No.17, 

Village Nasirpur, P.O. Palam, 

New Delhi - 110 045 .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The Manager, 

Bureau of Civil Aviation Security 
T-3, Indira Gandhi International Airport, 

Delhi-110 037 

2. The Director, 

ETA Engineering Pvt. Ltd. 

ETA House, B-13, Sector 63, 

Noida - 201 307 .. .Management 

AWARD 

In the present claim was filed under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) by the 
claimant Shri Sandeep Kumar, who has alleged that he was appointed as plumber by the management under Grade G-2, 
on a monthly salary of Rs.8528.00 vide appointment letter dated 17.07.2012. Thereafter, the claimant started working 
at Airport Authority of under Bureau of Civil Aviation Security. He was discharging his duties efficiently and was 
also punctual in performance of his duties. Management pressurised the claimant to work in sewer pit, which was not 
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acceptable to the claimant. Claimant was put to a lot of harassment and finally his services were terminated by the 
management in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. 

2. Bureau of Civil Aviation Security filed statement of defence stating that they are a regulatory body responsible 
for implementation, enforcement of Cicil aviation security at airports in India and RDCOS. It is responsible for 
security function at Airports and allowes only those who have legitimate functions at the airport if they are security 
cleared so that their presence is not detrimental to aviation security. Employers forward duly filled in signed form 
alongwith requisite document so as to enable Management No.l to issue Airport Entry Pass in favour of their 
employees after required verification and approval from authorities. Further it is a dispute between ETA Engineering 
Pvt. Ltd. Management No.2 and the claimant and no relief has been claimed from Management No. 1. 

2. M/s ETA Engineering Pvt. Ltd. Management No.2 filed reply to the statement of claim, who took preliminary 
objections that the claim filed by the claimant herein is lot legally maintainable and he has no locus standi to file the 
case. On merits, management denied most of the averments. However, it was admitted that the claimant joined 
management No.2 on 23.08.2012 and not 17.07.2012 and it was specifically mentioned that probation period was of six 
months. Claimant was not confirmed. Claimant also forged and manipulated the documents to concoct the story. 

4. Against this factual background, my learned predecessor vide order dated 01.04.2013, on the basis of pleadings 
of the parties, framed the following issues: 

(1) Whether the claimant was forced to tender his resignation by M/s ETA Engg. Pvt. Ltd.? If yes, its 
effects. 

(2) Whether alleged steps, taken by M/s ETA Engg. Pvt. Ltd. to terminate services of the claimant, falls 
within the ambit of retrenchment as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947? 

(3) Whether the claimant is entitled to relief of reinstatement in service? 

5. The case was thereafter listed for evidence of the parties. Several attempts were made between the parties for 
settlement. In the end, good sense prevailed between the parties and on the efforts made by this Tribunal, parties 
agreed to amicably settle the matter. Management was ready and willing to make payment of Rs.22,606.00 in full and 
final settlement of the claim. Statement of Shri Vinod Rana, Adrnn. Executive of M/s ETA Engineering, Management 
No.l was separately recorded in the Lok Adalat held on 18.04.2007. Management No.2 has issued cheque No.500816 
dated 20.03.2017 for Rs.22,606.00 drawn on IDBI Bank in favour of the claimant, Shri Sandeep Kumar, who has 
accepted the cheque and has stated that he has accepted the above amount in full and final satisfaction of his claim. In 
view of this, no controversy remains to be resolved between the parties. An award is, accordingly, passed. It be sent to 
the appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated : April 28, 2017 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1307. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 93/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 


[No. L-30011/66/2006-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 24 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 93/2010 

1. The Asset Manager, 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Asset, 

Ankleshwar (Gujarat) 

2. The Director, 

M/s Industrial Security Services, 

1 st Floor, Upal Tower, Opp. Umiya Dham, 

Vaishali Cinema Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Union, 

Aram Building, Poolbari Naka, Salatwada, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 390001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu Associates 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/66/ 
2006-IR(M) dated 16.07.2010 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union for regularization of services of Shri Malek Mohammed Hanif Yakub & 22 
others contract workmen in the establishment of ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Asset is legal, proper and just? To 
what relief these concerned contract workmen are entitled?” 


1. The reference dates back to 16.07.2010. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 7 on 06.09.2010 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 11 on 04.06.2014. Since then the second party Rashtriya 
Mazdoor Union has not been leading evidence and has also moved an application Ex. 12 requesting the tribunal to treat 
the matter as settled and withdrawn. 


2. Thus, the reference is disposed of as withdrawn. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1308. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 01/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. I.O.C. Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 11.05.2017. 

[No. L-30012/51/2004-IR (M)] 

RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 25 th April, 2017 


Reference : (CGITA) No. 01/2005 


The Executive Director, 
IOC Ltd., Gujarat Refinery, 
PO Jawaharnagar, 

Baroda (Gujarat) 

V/s 


...First Party 


Shri Namsharan Bailalbhai Patel, 

B-7, Jal Santoshinagar, 

Nr. Utkarsh Petrol Pump, 

Karelbaug, 

Baroda (Gujarat) .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : Shri B.K. Bhatt 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
30012/5l/2004-IR(M) dated 23.11.2004 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of IOC Ltd., Gujarat Refinery, Baroda through its officers in 
terminating the services of Shri Namsharan Bhailal Patel w.e.f. 27.08.2003 is legal, proper and justified? If not, 
to what relief the concerned workman Shri Namsharan Bhailal Patel is entitled and from which date and what 
other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 23.11.2004. After service of notice on both the parties, the second party workman 
submitted the statement of claim Ex. 9 alleging that he was appointed as Helper Grade I w.e.f. 07.10.1996 and was 
posted in the Mechanical Maintenance Department, Gujarat Refinery of Indian Oil Corporation vide letter no. 
P/1/59043 dated 07.10.1996. He had been attending the duties regularly in the Gujarat Refinery but in the year 2002, he 
met a health ailment, therefore, he proceeded on leave after submitting leave applications annexed with the medical 
certificate but the first party employer instead of considering his health ailment preferred to issue him a charge-sheet 
dated 29.10.2002. He further alleged that he has submitted his explanation to the charge-sheet served on him but same 
was rejected by the first party summarily punishing him by withholding of one increment vide letter no. P/1/59043 
resulting him denial of increment on 01.04.2003 which was due to him. He further alleged that on 27.08.2003, another 
order was served on him by the first party employer inflicting punishment of dismissal from service acting with mala- 
fide intention from relieving him from the service despite the fact that he has been on leave being suffering from 
delirium of organic origin hepatitis and pellagra. Thus he has been punished twice for the so called unauthorised 
absence twice which is violative of the principles of natural justice. Thus, he has prayed for declaring his termination 
from service as illegal with a relief of reinstatement with back wages. 
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2. The first party employer was received the notice and vide Application Ex. 5 sought time for filing written 
statement on 23.03.2010 but despite lapse of 7 years, he failed to submit the written statement. Therefore, on 
20.12.2016, the reference was ordered to proceed ex-parte against the first party. 

3. The second party submitted his affidavit/examination in chief Ex. 12 on 25.04.2017 reiterating the averments 
made in the statement of claim. He has also submitted the medical certificate of one doctor Sandeep Shah, M.D. 
(Psychiatry) indicating that the workman was suffering from delirium of organic origin hepatitis and pellagra. He was 
also advised for rest from 08.02.2001 to 19.02.2001 and from 20.02.2001 to 23.02.2001.He has submitted the 
photocopy of the leave applications and charge-sheet, explanation in the charge-sheet along with both punishment 
orders. 

4. 1 heard the arguments of the advocate of the second party workman. The documents submitted by the workman 
indicates that he had been suffering with health ailment and was hospitalised from 08.02.2001 to 19.02.2001 and from 
20.02.2001 to 23.02.2001 while the charge-sheet shows that he had been absent from duty with prior sanction or 
authorisation for the period reproduced as under: 


January, 2002 

1-31 

February, 2002 

1-2, 19,21-28 

March, 2002 

1-15,27 

April, 2002 

30 

May, 2002 

1,16-20 

June, 2002 

1-6, 11-12, 17-29 

July, 2002 

4-31 

August, 2002 

1-31 

September, 2002 

1-30 

October, 2002 

1-26 


5. The punishment order indicates that he has been punished for withholding of one increment for unauthorised 
absence of 227 days from 01.01.2002 to 31.12.2002 explaining that as per the long term settlement dated 19.09.1994 
signed by all the trade unions, if an employee absents himself unauthorisedly for more than 188 days, his annual 
increment shall be postponed by a period of one year. 

6. Later, the dismissal order dated 27.08.2003 indicates that the workman was terminated w.e.f. 27.08.2003 but the 
said order does not indicate under what circumstances and charges, he was dismissed and the second party has not 
explained in his affidavit as well as statement of claim that under what circumstances, his services were terminated. It is 
noteworthy that the charge-sheet Annexure 5 was served on the workman on 29.10.2002, therefore, presumably, his 
services would have been terminated on 27.08.2003 in pursuance of the charge-sheet dated 29.10.2002 and his 
withholding of one year increment was inconsequence of the long term absence settlement dated 19.09.1994 with the 
trade unions. 

7. As already explained in the table above, he has been absent for more than 180 days and the workman have not 
submitted the copies of the leave applications to prove his explanation that he, due to his ailment, proceeded on leave 
after submitting the applications. Thus the workman has not come with the clean hands. He appears to be habitual 
absentee from duties. He has been discharged from service after due inquiry. 

8. Thus, the reference has no force. The workman has failed to prove his case that he proceeded on leave due to 
health ailment after submitting the applications for leave on each and every date as mentioned in the table above. 

9. Thus, the reference is disposed of with the observation as under: "the action of the management of IOC Ltd., 
Gujarat Refinery, Baroda through its officers in terminating the services of Shri Namsharan Bhailal Patel w.e.f. 
27.08.2003 is legal, proper and justified.” The second party workman Shri Namsharan Bhailal Patel is not entitled for 
any relief sought by him through his statement of claim. 


10. The award is passed accordingly. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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^#4 WFK ^ 11.05.2017 RF) WRl fSTT ?TTI 

[TT. ^30011/63/2003-3Tlf3TR (m)] 
7I%1 ^TR, 3W( 4#TET 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1309. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 576/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 


[No. L-30011/63/2003-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 20 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 576/2004 

1. The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

ONGC, Tel. Bhavan, 

Dehradun - 248001 

2. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Mehsana Project, Palavasana, 

Mehsana (Gujarat) - 384002 

3. The Group General Manager (P & A), 

ONGC, WRBC, Makarpura Road.Head Reg. Off., 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 390009 

4. The Managing Partner, 

M/s Industrial Security Guards Services, 

Gautam Terrace, Basement No. 1 & 2, M.G. Road, 

Naupada, Thane - 400602 .. .First Party 

V/s 

The Secretary, 

ONGC Labour Union, 

8, Samarpan Shopping Complex, High Road, 

Mehsana (Gujarat) - 384002 .. .Second Party 


For the First Party 
For the Second Party 


Shri K.V. Gadhia 
Shri A.S. Kapoor 





[rft 3(ii) ] 


RETT E4 TREE : Ef 27, 2017A?te 6, 1939 


3109 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/63/ 
2003-IR(M) dated 04.11.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of ONGC Labour Union, Mehsana for regularisation of 82 Security Guards w.e.l'. 
16.10.1987 who have worked on the work of perennial nature, by the management of ONGC Ltd. is proper and 
justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workers are entitled for and since when?” 

1. The reference dates back to 04.11.2003. The second party submitted the statement of claim on 04.05.2005 along 
with number of documents. The first party did not prefer to submit the written statement despite giving the number of 
opportunities since the date of filing the statement of claim by the second party. The first party did not even care to 
represent even by a counsel by an advocate. Therefore, the second party asked to lead evidence but the second party 
also did not prefer to lead evidence despite giving dozens of opportunities. Thus it appears that the second party has not 
been willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the demand of ONGC Labour Union, Mehsana for regularisation of 82 Security Guards w.e.f. 16.10.1987 who 
have worked on the work of perennial nature, by the management of ONGC Ltd. is improper and unjustified.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 16 Ef, 2017 

CFT. 3 IT. 1310 — 3 f}tatPreB Irek stMtee, 1947 (1947 ett 14) Eft «trt 17 ^ 3 P|wi e ^#4 teetr ftrEf sfr. 

RE.Et.Tft. ^ EEEEE ^ TT3RI PHENEd 3Tfc -444.KI ^ Efa, 3PJ3P4 ft sflltflf'iET fEETE ft Eft#E TRE7R 

ftWTP-B 3TfEE7Ff pcf SR ^11 ERIE. 3TFEEIETE ^ EER: (TTEft WIT 669/2004) ETt EEEfftE EEcft f, Rl TEEiR Eft 

11.05.2017 Eft ETETI31T ETI 


[ft. bpT-30012/21/1998-3Tlf3TR (prq)] 
7jftETE|ER, STERElfEE 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1310. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 669/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 11.05.2017. 

[No. L-30012/21/1998-IR (M)] 

RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 17 th April, 2017 


Reference : (CGITA) No. 669/2004 


The Executive Director, 
ONGC Ltd., WRBC, 
Makarpura Road, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 390009 


...First Party 





3110 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


V/s 

1. Shri Kanubhai Prajapati, 

22, Santoshwadi, Danteshwar, 

Vadodara (Gujarat) 

2. Shri Himatbhai Jawaharlal, 

GhachiFalia, Danteshwar, 

Vadodara (Gujarat) .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu Associates 

For the Second Party : Shri A.F. Saiyad 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/21/98- 
IR(M) dated 11.05.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether Shri Kanubhai Prajapati & Shri Himatbhai Jawaharlal had been engaged either by the corporation or 
its contractor at any point of time during the period from 1972 to 1985 as is being claimed by these workmen? If 
so, 

“Whether these two workmen namely Shri Kanubhai Prajapati & Shri Himatbhai Jawaharlal are entitled to all 
the benefits arising out of the award passed by the Industrial Tribunal, Baroda in Reference ITC No. 4/91? If so, 
to what relief these two workmen are entitled for and from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 11.05.1999. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 3 on 19.07.1999 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 11 on 20.08.2000 to which the second party submitted the 
counter reply Ex. 14 and 17 on 22.09.2000 and 05.01.2001 respectively. The second party was examined on 26.06.2001 
but did not turn up for cross-examination. Later on 14.02.2017, legal heirs of the workman moved an application Ex. 40 
for substitution of legal heirs which was allowed. Legal heirs were taken on record but today on 17.04.2017, the 
advocate for the second party Shri A.L. Saiyad stated that the legal heirs are not willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as not pressed. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


16 Rf, 2017 

eFT.OT. 1311.—sjWlfi'IcB fqcfK 1947 (1947 14) SfRT 17 ^ R RTCl 

ffSlfcWH WTcRt # TTO Fb 414-41 3TR 4 4414 ^ #3, 31^4 R 3iWlfT4 'fosiK 3 

^#4 TR4TR 3#147RT 133 m ^I4l<r14, ^ W (wf 1122/2004) 4T1 TM-THd Mfr f, 

11.05.2017 4Tl RTO |[3Tr S|TI 

[4 T3^T-30012/21/1999-3H|3TR (i£T)] 
7T% 4RTR, 3J5R Tlfe 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1311. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1122/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 11.05.2017. 


[No. L-30012/21/1999-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 25 th April, 2017 


Reference : (CGITA) No. 1122/2004 


The Senior Installation Manager, 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 

Kandla Installation, Kharirohar, P.B. No. 33, 
Gandhidham (Gujarat) - 370201 

V/s 


The Secretary, 

Petroleum Employees Union, 

Plot No. 280, Sector 7, 

Gandhidham (Gujarat) - 370201 

For the First Party : Shri Deepak Shukla 

For the Second Party : 


AWARD 


...First Party 


...Second Party 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/21/99- 
IR(M) dated 06.08.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Manager, Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Kandla, in imposing penalty by 
reducing three stages in the grade on Shri D.R. Asnani, General Workman, is just, valid and legal? If not, to 
what benefits the workman is entitled and what directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 06.08.1999. In response to the notice, the second party submitted the statement of 
claim Ex. 4 on 25.09.2000 and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 14 on 31.07.2009. Since then the 
second party has been absent and has also failed to lead his evidence after a lapse of 7 years despite giving dozen of 
opportunities including last opportunity to be given on 03.01.2017. Thus it appears that the second party has not been 
willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the action of the Manager, Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Kandla, in imposing penalty by reducing three 
stages in the grade on Shri D.R. Asnani, General Workman, is just, valid and legal.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


^ fwt, 16 2017 

W. 3 TT. 1312 —sfl'al'Pra feK 3 #i 1 wr, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4ft 4 kt 17 ^ snpPM 4 ^£#4 m 444 sfr. 
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^4 44444 4^t 11.05.2017 4^ W 4TI 

[4. 4<7r-30012/66/2000-37Tf3774 ( 1337 )] 
4T3t4T 47414, 3744 47f44 
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New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1312. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1317/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 


[No. L-30012/66/2000-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 18 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 1317/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, 

P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. M/s. Sagar Construction, 

Near Tapi Bridge, 

Tax Plaza, Kagdaila ONGC Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 ...First Party 

V/s 

Shri Kamlesh P. Patel, 

At. Bhatpur, 

Taluka Choryasi, 

Surat (Gujarat) .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/66/2000-IR(M) 
dated 05.07.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the 
matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor M/s. Sagar 
Construction in respect of the contractual workman Shri Kamlesh P. Patel is sham and bogus contract?” 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Kamlesh P. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd. or from the date of Notification issued by Government of India, 
prohibiting his alleged employment/work through the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief 
Shri Kamlesh P. Patel is entitled and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 05.07.2000.The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 4 on 
25.10.2000/09.11.2000 and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 10 on 10.04.2001. Since then the second 
party has been absent and has also not been leading evidence. Therefore, on 05.04.2017, fresh notice was issued to all 
the parties to appear on 18.04.2017 but neither of the parties responded to the notice. The notice to the second party was 
served by registered post. Thus it appears that the second party has not been willing to prosecute the case. 
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2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor M/s. Sagar Construction in 
respect of the contractual workman Shri Kamlesh P. Patel is not sham and bogus contract and the demand of the 
workman Shri Kamlesh P. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd. or 
from the date of Notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged employment/work through the 
contract system is illegal and unjustified.’’ 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

4 f4r#, 16 4, 2017 

eFT.3TT. 1313— aiypleb fepsiK 1947 (1947 14) 4 «IT7T 17 4 'iHW 1 ’! R 717447 44 4. 

TpT.4.7Tt 444 -qof 3F4 4 7l4l4f 4 7PT£ fa 44 4' 3TR 334 'LO'-fRI 4 #5T, 3pj4l 4 fafe aMfW fwi R 
444 7173117 3TTsr^Ttrr TTcf m ^TFTTPPT, STFTRJSTR 4 W (744 7Ps3r 1327/2004) 4l Wlftld 3174 t, 4 

444 7173117 41 11.05.2017 41 UFTT 1>31T ?ltl 


[4. ^-30012/125/2000-343717 (ttp)] 


7I%T31B17, 3PP[7l4ur 

New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1313. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1327/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 

[No. L-30012/125/2000-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 18 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 1327/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, 

P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. M/s. Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Contract Division 

403, 404, Ruchita, 

Athugar Street, 

Nanpura 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395001 .. .First Party 

V/s 

Shri Dhirajbhai Nanubhai Patel, 

At. Bhatpur, 

Taluka Choryasi, 

Surat (Gujarat)-394510 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 
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AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/125/ 
2000-IR(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor The Surat Electricity 
Co. Ltd., Contract Division, Surat in respect of the contractual workman Shri Dhirajbhai Nanubhai Patel is sham 
and bogus contract?” 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Dhirajbhai Nanubhai. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project from either the date of his initial engagement with 
the contractor or from the date of Notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work through the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief Shri Dhirajbhai 
Nanubhai Patel is entitled and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 22.08.2000.The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 14.11.2000 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 12 and 13 on 10.04.2001. Since then the second party has been 
absent and has also not been leading evidence. Therefore, on 05.04.2017, fresh noticewas issued to all the parties to 
appear on 18.04.2017 but neither of the parties responded to the notice. The notice to the second party was served by 
registered post. Thus it appears that the second party has not been willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 
Contract Division, Surat in respect of the contractual workman Shri Dhirajbhai Nanubhai Patel is not sham and bogus 
contract and the demand of the workman Shri Dhirajbhai Nanubhai. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project from either the date of his initial engagement with the 
contractor or from the date of Notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged employment/work 
through the contract system is illegal and unjustified.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

16 Tit 2017 

SET.3TT. 1314—focTK 3lMWT, 1947 (1947 14) WJ 17 ^ 3TJcpTtT ^ tSFPFiR 3lt. 

■qr.wtpft. W.qk'i bof 3F4 <£ Ppim+T srk 3 ^# +4+RT ^ #g, srjsw 3 3 

pptsr afteiifrcK srfsRpoi Tjcf em '-imp'Pl #1 1329/2004) ^ uehifroi wt %, ^fr 

tptpp ^ri 11.05.2017 ^ 'gra far *iti 

[PI. T^-30012/123/2000-3nf3IP (Tn?)] 


prfcr PgPP, prfersr 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1314. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1329/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 

[No. L-30012/123/2000-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 26 th April, 2017 





[rfi 3(ii) ] 


RTRT R4 wra : Rf 21, 2017M<R 6, 1939 


3115 


Reference : (CGITA) No. 1329/2004 


1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, 

P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Contract Division, 

403, 404, Ruchita, 

Athugar Street, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395001 .. .First Party 

V/s 

Shri Amratlal J. Patel, 

Rundh Magdalla, 

Opp. Water Tank, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395007 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri D.C. Gandhi Associates 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/123/ 
2000-IR(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor The Surat Electricity 
Co. Ltd. in respect of the contractual workman Shri Amratlal J. Patel is sham and bogus contract?” 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Amratlal J. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd. or from the date of his initial engagement with the contractor or 
from the date of Notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged employment/work through 
the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief Shri Amratlal J. Patel is entitled to and from which 
date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 22.08.2000. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 14.11.2000 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 13 on 10.04.2001 while pending in Industrial Tribunal, Surat. 
After the creation of Central Government Industrial Tribunal, this tribunal issued notice Ex. 28 to all the parties to 
appear on 22.02.2011 but none appeared to prosecute the case. Therefore, again notice Ex. 25 and 27 was issued on 
19.09.2011 to all the parties to appear on 22.09.2011 and 13.06.2014 respectively. Since then the second party has been 
absent and has also not been leading evidence. Thus it appears that the second party has not been willing to prosecute 
the case. 


2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Surat and the contractor The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd. in 
respect of the contractual workman Shri Amratlal J. Patel is not sham and bogus contract and the demand of the 
workman Shri Amratlal J. Patel for treating/declaring him as direct and regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd. or 
from the date of his initial engagement with the contractor or from the date of Notification issued by Government of 
India, prohibiting his alleged employment/work through the contract system is illegal and unjustified.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


M 16 iTf, 2017 


RR3TT. 1315. yWlHLB 3lMwT, 1947 (1947 R4 14) Rlt RRT 17 ^ SPJWT R ^#4 RRFR 311. 
fafafe Ref 3RT ^ RRRclR ^ 1W Fd 4M4>T 3TR tRR# TR'-hPl ^ #4, 3RJRR 3 JsMfRR R 
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[Tf. TToT-3001 l/3/2001-37Tf3TR (TFT)] 


7T%1 ^RR, 3m igfmr 


New Delhi, the 16th May, 2017 

S.O. 1315. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1348/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
11.05.2017. 


[No. L-30011/3/2001-IR (M)] 
RAJESH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 18 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 1348/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, 

P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. M/s International Engineering & Marine Works, 

Marine Co-op. Housing Society, B/92, 

St. Sabastian Road, 

Bandra, Mumbai 

3. M/s Dembla Valva Services, 

Adarsh Industrial Estate, 

Pokharan Road, No. 1, Uppavan Thane, 

Thane-400606 ...First Party 

V/s 


The General Secretary, 

Gujarat Working Class Union, 

A-772, Anand Ganga Kasak, Bharuch (East), 

Bharuch (Gujarat) .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/3/2001- 
IR(M) dated 16.01.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the workman to absorb/regularise the services of 6 contractual workmen as permanent 
and direct employees of ONGC Ltd., Hazira, Surat with time scale of pay of their category of work equivalent to 
their similar placed regular employees of ONGC Ltd., by declaring the contract as ‘sham contract’ is fair and 
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justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workmen are entitled to and from which date and what other 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 16.01.2001. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 3 on 12.02.2001 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 14 on 04.09.2001. Since then the second party has been absent 
and has also not been leading evidence. Therefore, on 21.12.2010 and 05.04.2017, fresh notices were issued to all the 
parties to appear on 04.05.2011 and 18.04.2017 respectively but neither of the parties responded to both the notices. 
Thus it appears that the second party has not been willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party with the observation as 
under: “the demand of the workman to absorb/regularise the services of 6 contractual workmen as permanent and direct 
employees of ONGC Ltd., Hazira, Surat with time scale of pay of their category of work equivalent to their similar 
placed regular employees of ONGC Ltd., by declaring the contract as ‘sham contract’ is unfair and unjustified.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


18 Rf, 2017 

cET.3TT. 1316.—3Mfrrqr 1947 (1947 47T 14) «TRT 17 ^ SPJtRUf ^ TR47R Wfa 

tsfr ^ WRT5T ^ TR3* fd 414-41 qFhfecf #5, 3PJqfa if skrlfJW -facfR R RR4R alfc 

3lfRtRR/?|R ^V4Vcrf4, ^ W (tM R. 95/2015) ^ wRncl RRtft t, R) RRFR Rif 18.05.2017 Rif RTO 
f3H «TTI 

[R. RcT-12012/61/2015-31lf31R (Rf-I)] 
Rt. RR. fspe, S^RFl RfRRtRf 


New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1316. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 95/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/61/2015-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 4 th October, 2016 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 95/2015 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of State Bank of India and their workman) 

BETWEEN : 

Sri N. Mohandoss : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Dy. General Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

State Bank of India, Chennai Zone 

Chennai Network-1, No. 86, Rajaji Salai 
Chennai-600001 

2. The Regional Manager (Region V) : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

Disciplinary Authority, State Bank of India 

Vellore-632001 
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Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s. Balan Haridas, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/l st & 2 nd Respondent : Sri S. Ravindran, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L- 12012/61/2015-IR (B.I) 
dated 18.06.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the Management of State Bank of India, Chennai regarding imposing of punishment on 
Sri N. Mohandoss as discharge from sendee with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise at that 
stage and without disqualification from future employment is justifiable or not? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to ? 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal numbered it as ID 95/2015 and issued notices to both sides. 
Both sides entered appearance through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner, an ex-serviceman had joined the service of the First Respondent Bank as an Armed Guard on 
19.08.1994. He had been working as Watchman in Gajalnaickenpatti Branch from the date of joining the service till the 
year 1998. Thereafter he was transferred to Harur Branch. While working there, he was issued a Charge Memo dated 
15.06.1999. It was alleged in the charge that he had collected Rs. 3,400/- from one Jayapal during 1996-1998 for 
crediting to the Recurring Deposit Account of his children, misappropriated the same and cheated the customer and also 
that he resorted to outside borrowals without approval from the appropriate authority. An enquiry was conducted on the 
charges. In the enquiry held on 25.10.1999 a letter was obtained from the petitioner as if he is admitting the charges. 
The petitioner had given the letter dated 25.10.1999 with the hope to conclude the enquiry and get a posting nearby to 
his home town. The letter was given out of ignorance. The Disciplinary Authority set aside the enquiry and ordered 
denovo enquiry. The enquiry was conducted afresh. The Enquiry Officer submitted the report holding that the 
first charge is not proved and that only one of the six incidents detailed in the second charge was proved. 
However, the Second Respondent, who is the Disciplinary Authority disagreed with the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer without giving the petitioner any opportunity for hearing and proposed punishment of discharge. The 
punishment was imposed on the petitioner by order dated 17.03.2001 and this was confirmed by the Appellate 
Authority. The petitioner filed a Writ Petition in the Madras High Court challenging the punishment. The Writ was 
dismissed. The petitioner preferred appeal as Writ Appeal No. 1699/2010 and this was allowed. The order of the 
Appellate Authority was set aside for fresh consideration. The Second Respondent disagreed with the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer in respect of Charge No. 1 and held that the petitioner has committed misappropriation. The reasoning 
given by the Second Respondent for disagreeing with the Enquiry Officer and entering a finding of guilt on the 
petitioner is not legal or proper. The Second Respondent imposed the punishment of discharge from service with 
superannuation benefits on the petitioner. The Disciplinary Authority has imposed the punishment without considering 
any of the grounds raised by the petitioner. In any case the punishment is grossly disproportionate to the allegations 
leveled against the petitioner. An award may be passed holding that the order of the Second Respondent is arbitrary and 
illegal and directing the Respondents to reinstate the petitioner with full wages, continuity of service and all other 
attendant benefits. 

4. The Respondents have filed a common Counter Statement contending as below: 

The petitioner was earlier working as an Armed Guard at Gajalnaickenpatti Branch of the Respondent. He was 
transferred to Harur Branch. Dining this time, certain misconducts committed by the petitioner came to light. On 
15.06.1999 a charge sheet was issued to the petitioner for misappropriating Rs. 3,400/- belonging to one Jayapal, a 
constituent of Gajalnaickenpatti Branch. The petitioner indulged in borrowing money from third parties who are 
constituents of the branch also. The petitioner did not submit any explanation to the Charge Sheet. A domestic enquiry 
was held on 25.10.1999 and the petitioner submitted a letter regretting for the misconducts committed by him and 
pleaded to take a lenient view on the matter. Based on the version of the petitioner, the enquiry Officer submitted his 
findings holding the petitioner guilty of the charges leveled against him. When the report was submitted to the 
Disciplinary Authority, he took the view that enquiry could not be concluded on the basis a confession alone and 
ordered denovo enquiry. In the enquiry the petitioner was properly represented. In his written submission he has stated 
that Jayapal has accepted the money and the account of his children have been closed and settled. In the domestic 
enquiry two letters by the petitioner and two letters by Jayapal were marked. The petitioners did not take any plea 
against these documents. He did not raise a contention that these documents are untrue. The Enquiry Officer submitted 
his findings holding that the first charge was not proved and the second charge was partly proved. The Disciplinary 
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Authority disagreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer in respect of the First Charge and imposed the punishment 
of discharge from service with superannuation benefits on the petitioner by order dated 27.10.2000. The appeal filed by 
the petitioner was rejected. The Writ Petition filed by the petitioner against the order of dismissal was dismissed. 
However, his Writ Appeal was allowed and the matter was remanded to Disciplinary Authority to commence the 
proceedings from the stage of issuance of fresh Show Cause Notice to the petitioner. The Disciplinary Authority has 
considered the matter and disagreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer in respect of Charge No. 1. After hearing 
the objection of the petitioner the punishment of discharge from service with superannuation benefits was imposed on 
the petitioner. Enquiry against the petitioner was held in a fair and proper manner. The petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of documents marked as Ext.Wl to Ext.W28 and Ext.Ml. No oral evidence 
was adduced on either side. 


The points for consideration are: 


(i) Whether the punishment of discharge from service imposed on the petitioner by the Respondent is 
justifiable? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 


The Points 


7. The incident resulting in the dispute had occurred in the year 1998. The proceedings against the petitioner had a 
chequered career. 

8. The petitioner who had retired from Indian Army had joined the First Respondent Bank as an Armed Guard and 
had been working as a Watchman initially at Gajalnaickenpatti, and at Harur when the charge memo was issued to him. 
The allegation against the petitioner as revealed from Ext.W5, the Charge Memo are two-fold, one that he had collected 
a sum of Rs. 3,400/- tendered by one Jayapal for credit of his children’s recurring Deposit Account during 1996-1998 
and misappropriated it and thereby cheated the customer and the Bank and the other that he had resorted to outside 
borrowings without approval from appropriate authority. Instances of such 6 borrowings are also referred to in the 
Charge Sheet. 

9 Enquiry was conducted on the charges leveled against the petitioner and a findings was entered against him. 
When the enquiry report was submitted to the Disciplinary Authority, the Disciplinary Authority took a view that the 
enquiry was not conducted in a proper manner and ordered denovo enquiry on 01.12.1999. Enquiry was again 
conducted and this time the Enquiry Officer found that the first charge of misappropriation of customer’s money is not 
proved. The second charge was found partly proved. The Disciplinary Authority disagreed with the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer and held the petitioner guilty of the first charge, which is the principal charge also and imposed the 
punishment of discharge from service on the petitioner. The Appellate Authority confirmed the order of the 
Disciplinary Authority. The petitioner filed Writ Petition No. 23258/2001 against the order of discharge and this was 
dismissed. He filed Writ Appeal No. 1699/2010. The Hon’ble Madras High Court allowed the Writ petition and 
remitted the matter for fresh consideration from the state of issue of proposed notice by the Disciplinry Authority. The 
Disciplinary Authority again disagreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer on Charge No. 1 and ordered 
punishment of discharge from service. This order was upheld by the Appellate Authority in appeal. The dispute is 
raised against this order of discharge. 

10. Though the petitioner has raised a contention in the Claim Statement that enquiry was not conducted in a fair 
and proper manner, this contention was withdrawn by the counsel for the petitioner. 

11. Ext.W19 is the order in Writ Appeal No. 1699/2010 by which the Disciplinary Authority was directed to 
consider the matter afresh. The relevant portion of the order of the High Court is extracted below: 

In the subject case we have scrutinized the reasons given by the Disciplinary Authority and we find that the 
statutory authority has taken its final decision without giving an opportunity of hearing to the Appellant at the 
stage at which it proposed to differ with the findings given by the enquiry Officer. This violation goes to the 
root of the matter and as such is sufficient to vitiate the findings recorded by the Disciplinary Authority 
contrary to the findings recorded by the Enquiry Officer. 

Therefore we set aside the order dated 17.03.2001 as confirmed by the order dated 15.06.2001. The matter is 
remitted to the Disciplinary Authority for fresh consideration. It is open to the Disciplinary Authority to 
commence the proceedings from the stage of issuance of fresh Show Cause Notice to the Appellant indicting 
his tentative disagreement with the findings recorded by the Enquiry Officer. The Writ Appeal is allowed as 
indicated above. 
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12. Ext.W13 is the order dated 17.03.2001 of the Second Respondent referred to in the order of the High Court. The 
Disciplinary Authority had imposed the punishment of discharge from service on the petitioner by this order. Ext. W14 
is the order of the Appellate Authority dated 19.04.2001, also referred to in the order of the High Court. The High Court 
has set aside the Ext.W13 and Ext.W14 orders while remitting the matter to the Disciplinary Authority for fresh 
consideration. The Disciplinary Authority was to commence the proceedings from the date of issuance of fresh Show 
Cause Notice. On the basis of this direction, the Disciplinary Authority had prepared its note of dissent marked as 
Ext.W20 and had sent it to the petitioner for his comment. Ext.W21 is the submission made by the petitioner regarding 
Ext.W20. Ext.W22 is the order of the Disciplinary Authority discharging the petitioner from service after considering 
Ext.W21. Ext.W24 is the order of the Appellate Authority dismissing the appeal preferred by the petitioner. 

13. Ext.WlO is the enquiry report with the finding that the First Charge against the petitioner i.e. the charge of 
misappropriation of Rs. 3,400/- belonging to a customer is not established. The Enquiry Officer had entered such a 
findings for the reason that Jayapal, who had made complaint to the Respondent Bank alleging that his money was 
misappropriated is not examined. The Disciplinary Authority relied upon those very documents which the Enquiry 
Officer refused to rely upon in the absence of Jayapal to enter a finding against the petitioner. The prime reason given 
by the Disciplinary Authority to enter a finding against the petitioner are Ext.Wl to Ext.W4 upon which the Enquiry 
Officer has refused to place any reliance. Of course, the Disciplinary Authority had also relied upon the admission 
made by the petitioner in this respect. However, the entire discussion in his dissent note is based upon Ext.Wl to 
Ext.W4. 

14. Ext.Wl and ext.W2 are letters said to have been written by the petitioner to Jayapal and Ext.W3 and Exdt.W4 
are letters said to have been written by Jayapal to the Branch Manager. ExtWl and Ext.W2 are letters to the effect that 
the petitioner had retained the amount of Rs. 3,400/- entrusted with him by Jayapal. Ext.W3 and Ext.W4 are to the 
effect that Jayapal used to entrust money with the petitioner for remitting in the Recurring Deposits in the name of his 
two children but he had subsequently found out that the money was not being remitted and that the petitioner had 
written to him admitting that the money was not remitted but will be paid soon. 

15. It has been argued by the counsel for the petitioner that ext.Wl to Ext.W4 should not have been relied upon by 
the Disciplinary Authority since those are documents which are not proved in the enquiry proceedings. He has pointed 
out that the documents were formally marked only but were not proved by examining the required witnesses. In the 
enquiry report, the Enquiry Officer has stated that Jayapal who had allegedly written the two letters have not come 
forward to give evidence regarding the veracity of those letters. As a matter of fact Jayapal who is complainant in the 
case has not come forward to support the case of the Management at all. So far as Ext.Wl and Ext.W2 are concerned, 
these were also not proved. 

16. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to the decision in ORISSA MINING CORPORATION LTD. VS. 
ANANTHACHANDRA PRUSTY reported in AIR 1997 SC 2274 to argue for the position that there is no such thing as 
absolute burden of proof always lying upon the Management in a disciplinary enquiry. The burden of proof depends 
upon the nature of explanation and the nature of charge and the burden may be shifted to the delinquent Officer 
depending upon his explanation in a given case, it has been held in the above case. However, in the present case the 
stage of shifting of the burden did not reach at all since the Management has not adduced any evidence on its side to 
prove Ext.Wl to Ext.W4. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision in LIFE INSURANCE 
CORPORATION OF INDIA AND ANOTHER VS. RAM PAL SINGH BISEN reported in 2010 4 SCC 491 in this 
respect. In the above case, while considering the evidence in departmental enquiry the Apex Court has held that the 
contents of the documents are required to be proved either by primary or secondary evidence. Documents having not 
been produced and marked as required under the Evidence Act cannot be relied upon by the Court, it was held. The 
contents of the document cannot be proved by merely filing them in Court. In the present case no one was examined to 
prove the authenticity of Ext.Wl to Ext.W4. There is no evidence to show whether Ext.Wl and Ext.W2 were written by 
the petitioner and there is no evidence to show whether Ext.W3 and Ext.W4 were written by Jayapal. Thus these 
documents are without any proof. Those were merely filed in the enquiry proceedings and given some markings. So 
those documents could not have been relied upon to give a finding against the petitioner. 

17. In Ext.W19 also the absence of proof in respect of Ext.Wl to Ext.W4 are referred to. The High Court has 
observed that mere production of documents alone is not sufficient and they should have been proved in a manner 
known to law. The High Court has referred to the fact that even the Bank Manager who is said to have received the 
complaint from Jayapal is not examined. Even in view of the observation of Hon’ble High Court there is no question of 
relying upon Ext.W 1 to Ext.W4 as they are not proved in accordance with law. 

18. Now the question is what else if any is the evidence available on the side of the Management and whether such 
evidence, if any, is sufficient to prove the charge. The Hon’ble High Court, while remitting the matter to the 
Disciplinary Authority for fresh consideration had directed it to commence the proceedings from the date of issuance of 
fresh Show Cause Notice to the appellant. On the basis of this Ext.W20-Dissent Note was given by the Disciplinary 
Authority, Ext.W21 comments was given by the petitioner and thereafter Ext.W22 order of “discharge from service 
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with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise and without disqualification for future employment” was 
passed by the Authority. In spite of the observation of the High Court the Disciplinary Authority has relied upon 
Ext.Wl to Ext.W4 to enter a finding of guilt which was not at all proper as these were not proved and also because of 
the observation of the High Court. However, the Disciplinary Authority has relied upon letter given by the petitioner on 
25.10.1999 admitting the charges also in this respect. 

19. In fact other than Ext.Wl to Ext.W4, the only piece of evidence available in favour of the Management 
regarding the guilt of the petitioner is Ext.W6-the explanation given by the petitioner and also subsequent submissions 
made by the petitioner through his Representative. 

20. What is Ext.W6? Is it sufficient to enter a finding of guilt against the petitioner? This is in the form of a letter 
given to the Assistant General Manager, the Disciplinary Authority through the Enquiry Officer on 25.10.1999. This is 
given in answer to Ext.W5-the charge memo. Ext.W5 has directed the petitioner to submit his explanation regarding the 
charges within 15 days. However, the petitioner has not complied with this direction until the enquiry proceedings have 
been initiated. The explanation is seen given through the Enquiry Officer, after enquiry was started. 

21. The petitioner has stated in Ext.W6 that he is writing this letter in view of the charge memo. This is given by 
way of answer to the charges. To appreciate the explanation given by the petitioner, it is necessary to extract the first 
charge detailed in the Charge Memo. The charge states: 

While working as watchman at Gajalnaickenpatti branch during 1996-1998 you collected a sum of Rs. 3,400/- 
tendered by Sri M. Jayapal for credit of his children’s Recurring Deposit Account and misappropriated it 
yourself thereby cheating the customer and the Bank. 

In Ext.W6 the petitioner has related his family circumstances to state under what circumstances the incident in 
the charge has occurred. He has narrated about the illness of his parents, the necessity to meet their medical expenses 
and the need to take care of the education of his four children. He has stated that he had incurred huge expenses on 
account of these apart from his routine family expenses which had been beyond his control. Then he has stated: 

In order to meet out my parents’ medical expenses on an urgent basis I have utilized the amount tendered by 
Sri M. Jayapal for the credit of his children’s Recurring Deposit Account with a hope to return or remit the 
amount within a short period by selling the land owned by my father. Since the real estate business is on a 
downward trend I could not dispose the land to my expectation. On disposing the land within a month or two 
months time I will liquidate all my outside borrowings. 

However, I have repaid the amount received from Sri M. Jayapal and the letter of acknowledgement for the 
amount received has been given by him which is enclosed for your kind reference. 

At the end of the explanation the petitioner has stated that his action may be condoned and a lenient view may be 
taken considering his family situation. At the beginning of the explanation also he has stated that he is asking for a 
sympathetic consideration on the basis of the explanation that is being given by him. 

22. There is reference to Ext.W6 explanation in the submissions made by the Defence Representative before the 
Enquiry Officer and the authorities who had dealt with the matter subsequently. In Ext.W9-the briefs submitted by the 
Defence Representative, the attempt is to justify the act on the basis that there was no criminal intention on the part of 
the petitioner. What is stated is that there was no intention of cheating. Apart from this it is further stated that Jayapal’s 
Children’s RD Account have been closed and settled on 18.06.1998 and Jayapal has admitted and accepted that he has 
received Rs. 3,400/- from Mohandoss, the petitioner. Then he goes on state that the petitioner had no intention to cheat 
the account holder i.e. Jayapal or to defraud the bank. Justification is attempted also on the basis that there was no loss 
to the Bank because of the incident. Then there is Ext.WlO which also refers to the repayment made by the petitioner 
to Jayapal. 

23. Only in Ext.W21-the written submission made by the petitioner to the Dissent Note by the Disciplinary 
Authority there is a vague attempt to make out that Ext.W6 was not given voluntarily. Even then what is stated is only 
that in the enquiry held on 25.10.1999 a letter was obtained as if he is admitting the charges. He has further stated that 
he had given the letter with the “fond hope” to conclude the enquiry and get posting nearby to his hometown. Until 
Ext.W21 given on 10.02.2014 there was no case at all that it was not a voluntary one. In Ext.W23-the Appeal preferred 
by him against Ext.W22-the order of discharge it is stated that the letter was given out of sheer ignorance. Lastly there 
is a reference to the letter in the Claim Statement. In this it is stated that the letter was obtained as if the petitioner is 
admitting the charges. Thus it could be seen that after Ext.W6 letter was given in 1999, until 2014, there was never a 
case for the petitioner that it is not one given by him or that it was one obtained by coercion or even that it was a 
misguided one. Even now the petitioner does not have a case that he has not given this explanation. He does not have a 
specific case also that it was obtained by coercion, undue influence or any foul means. 





3122 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


24. On going through Ext.W6, the reply given by way of explanation regarding the first charge there could be no 
doubt that the petitioner was very much aware of the charge against him. The Charge memo has stated that he has 
collected the sum of Rs. 3,400/- that was tendered by Jayapal for crediting to his children’s Recurring Deposit Account. 
In very clear words the petitioner has stated in his explanation that he has collected this amount and has utilized it for 
his personal requirements. He has further stated that the amount was subsequently repaid to Jayapal directly. 

25. What is the effect of Ext.W6? It is an admission made by the petitioner in the proceedings initiated against him. 
A Charge Memo was issued to him and he has owned the charges and admitted the charges in the explanation. It is just 
like the defendant in a civil case has admitted the averments in the plaint in the Claim Statement submitted by him in a 
Court. It is part of the proceedings. 

26. An argument has been advanced by the counsel for the petitioner that Ext.W6 was given in the enquiry 
proceedings which has subsequently been set aside and as such the explanation given by the petitioner in the said 
enquiry proceedings could not have been relied upon at all. This argument has no force. This explanation was given by 
the petitioner is in answer to the Charge Memo that was issued to him. It is addressed to the Disciplinary Authority, 
though given through the Enquiry Officer. Apart from that, though the enquiry proceedings itself has been set aside, the 
reply given by the petitioner to the Charge Memo is a part of the records and could not be taken out of the file as if it 
was never there. Throughout, in the subsequent proceedings the petitioner has been referring to this explanation and he 
never had a case during those references that he has nothing to do with Ext.W6 or that he has not made any such 
admission. Thus so far as Charge No. 1 is concerned, Ext.W6 is an unconditional and voluntary admission on the part 
of the petitioner regarding his involvement in the charge. I find that Ext.W6 fortified by subsequent references to the 
same in the proceedings throughout is sufficient to prove the substantial charge against the petitioner. 

27. The second charge is to the effect that the petitioner has indulged in borrowings without approval from 
appropriate authority. One of the borrowers has been examined in the proceedings and the Enquiry Officer has found 
this part of the charge alone proved. This is only a minor charge about which there is no necessity to discuss in detail. 

28. The counsel for the petitioner has been submitting that even if the petitioner is found guilty and the punishment 
is to sustain it should be in such a way that he should be able to receive superannuation benefits. The punishment 
imposed on the petitioner is discharge from service with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise at that 
stage and without disqualification from future employment. Even though the punishment refers to superannuation 
benefits the petitioner would not be entitled to these benefits as since he has not completed the required period of 
service on the date of dismissal i.e. 17.03.2001. The counsel has referred to the decision of the Apex Court reported in 
BHARAT BANK LIMITED, DELHI VS. EMPLOYEES OF THE BHARAT BANK LIMITED, DELHI reported in 
AIR 1950 SC 188 where it is observed that an Industrial Tribunal has wider powers than that of the ordinary Courts and 
is competent to add to and alter the conditions of contract also. According to the counsel if the date of dismissal of the 
petitioner is brought forward to the second order of the Disciplinary Authority the petitioner would be completing the 
required period of service to make him eligible for superannuation benefits. 

29. I do not think the decision relied upon by the counsel gives power to this Tribunal to favour the petitioner in this 
manner. The incident leading to the initiation of proceedings against the petitioner had taken place in 1998 and the 
proceedings was started 1999. He could not be deemed to have worked or to have been in service during the period in 
which he actually was not. He will become eligible for superannuation benefits only if he was entitled to as per the 
Bipartite Settlement. So the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

In view of my discussion above the reference is answered against the petitioner. An Award is passed 
accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4 th October, 2016) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2 nd Party/l st & 2 nd Management : None 

Documents Marked : 

On the petitioner’s side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Ext.Wl 30.04.1998 Petitioner’s letter to M. Jayapal 

Ext.W2 30.04.1998 Petitioner’s letter to M. Jayapal 
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Ext.W3 

09.06.1998 

Petitioner’s letter to Branch Manager 

Ext.W4 

20.08.1999 

Petitioner’s letter to Branch Manager 

Ext.W5 

15.06.1999 

Charge Memo 

Ext.W6 

25.10.1999 

Explanation 

Ext.W7 

03.02.2000 

Preliminary Objection 

Ext.W8 

21.07.2000 

Representation of Defense 

Ext.W9 

03.10.2000 

Representation of Defense 

Ext. W10 

17.10.2000 

Enquiry Report 

Ext. W11 

21.11.2000 

Proceedings of AGM 

Ext. W12 

28.11.2000 

Submission of Defense Representative 

Ext.W13 

17.03.2001 

Order of the Respondent 

Ext. W14 

19.04.2001 

Appeal to Appellate Authority 

Ext.W15 

28.04.2001 

Minutes of Personal Hearing 

Ext. W16 

28.04.2001 

Points raised by defense representative 

Ext. W17 

15.06.2001 

Order of the Appellate Authority 

Ext.W18 

16.07.2010 

Order in WP No. 1699 of 2010 

Ext. W19 

02.12.2011 

Order in WA No. 1699 of 2010 

Ext.W20 

29.06.2012 

Dissent Note of Disciplinary Authority 

Ext.W21 

10.02.2014 

Petitioner’s comment regarding dissent note 

Ext.W22 

25.03.2014 

Order of the 2 nd Respondent 

Ext.W23 

16.04.2014 

Petitioner’s appeal petition before 1 st Respondent 

Ext.W24 

28.07.2014 

Order of 1 st Respondent 

Ext.W25 

23.12.2011 

To 

22.07.2013 

Details of Payment of Subsistence Allowance 

Ext.W26 

23.07.2013 

To 

31.12.2013 

Details of Payment of Subsistence Allowance 

Ext.W27 

Jan., 2014 

Details of Payment of Subsistence Allowance 

Ext.W28 

Feb., 2014 

Details of Payment of Subsistence Allowance 

On the Management’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

03.02.2000 

Enquiry Proceedings 


M f^fl, 18 Tlf, 2017 
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New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1317. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 47/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/46/2015-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Monday, the 17 th October, 2016 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 47/2015 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of State Bank of India and their workman] 

BETWEEN : 

Smt. Heindramma : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager : 2 nd Party/Respondent 

State Bank of India 

Local Head Office, 16, College Lane 

Chennai 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s. R. Sreekanth, D. Lazar, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondent : M/s. S. Ravindran, Bazeer Ahamed & S. Gomathi Lakshmi 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/46/2015-IR (B.I) dated 
20.04.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the Respondent Bank i.e. SBI, Chennai in respect of denial of employment and “stopped 
from employment to the petitioner”, Smt. Heindramma is justifiable or not? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal numbered it as ID 47/2015 and issued notices to both sides. 
Both sides entered appearance through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner was employed with the Respondent at its Perambur Branch from the year 1975. She has worked 
continuously for 38 years without any break and to the utmost satisfaction of the Manager and other Officers of the 
branch. While working at the Branch she has requested the Branch Manager to make her a permanent employee. The 
Branch Manager had informed that she will be considered for permanency after placing the matter before the Head 
Office. The salary of the petitioner used to be credited to her account. On 07.05.2013 the Perambur Branch Manager 
informed the petitioner that she was stopped from service. The act of the Respondent is illegal. The petitioner is the 
only bread winner of the family. An order may be passed directing the Respondent to confer permanent status to the 
petitioner and pay her all the retirement benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The employment in the Respondent Bank is only through due selection process. Whenever temporary employees 
were engaged in the Subordinate Cadre against leave vacancies or vacancies due to absenteeism, the temporary 
employee would be considered for appointment, when vacancy arises. Pursuant to several settlements the temporary 
employees who were engaged during the period from 1975 to 1997 were considered for filling up the existing 
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vacancies. However, such settlements would not apply to persons like the petitioner who were not employed as 
temporary workman or part-time workman against leave vacancies. The petitioner was engaged independently by the 
Branch Manager of Perambur Branch for cleaning toilets in the morning and in the evening for about an hour. She was 
paid on the days she cleaned toilets. These engagements would not amount to either temporary engagement or part-time 
engagement. The petitioner’s services were utilized for cleaning the toilet in the Perambur Branch in the morning and in 
the evening from 2005 onwards. The Perambur Branch handed over maintenance of the branch including cleaning of 
the toilets to third party agency from 01.04.2013. After 31.03.2013 the Perambur Branch manager did not utilize the 
service of the petitioner. The claim of the petitioner that she was employed from 1975 onwards is untrue. The 
engagement of the petitioner by the Branch manager was without any authority and was only casual in nature. The 
petitioner is now more than 60 years of age. There is no question of reinstatement of the petitioner in such 
circumstance. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of WW1 and MW1 and documents marked as Ext.Wl to 
Ext.W5 and Ext.Ml to Ext.M8. 

6. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the Respondent is justified in stopping the petitioner from employment 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

7. The dispute was raised by the petitioner seeking to confer permanent status on her as an employee of the 
Respondent and pay all the retirement benefits to her. 

8. The petitioner has claimed in the Claim Statement that she was employed with the Respondent Bank at its 
Perambur Branch from the year 1975. According to her, she was stopped from service by the Branch Manager on 
07.05.2013. 

9. Though the petitioner has not stated anywhere in the Claim Statement in what capacity she was employed at 
Perambur Branch of the Respondent, the Counter Statement of the Respondent reveals in what capacity she was 
working in the Branch. The documents produced on behalf of the petitioner shows her engagement with the 
Respondent Bank from the year 2006 only. Even as admitted by the Respondent in its Counter Statement she was 
engaged for cleaning toilets from 2005 onwards. The Counter Statement states that she was engaged by Perambur 
Branch Manager without any authority, for cleaning the toilet for about an hour in the morning and evening together. 
However, according to the Respondent the engagement was from 2005 onwards and not from 1975. It is also stated in 
the Counter Statement that the petitioner was disengaged from 13.03.2013, though, according to the petitioner this was 
from 07.05.2013. 

10. The petitioner has filed affidavit in lieu of Chief Examination in tune with the Claim Statement filed by her. She 
has also produced Ext.Wl to Ext.W5 to prove her engagement. Ext.W2 is the Attendance Register from the year 2006 
to September 2009 and Ext.Wl is the Register from the year 2009 to 2013. Ext.W3 is the Debit Slip for Rs. 3,100/- 
towards the cleaning charges for March 2013. Ext.W4 is the Bank Pass Book of the petitioner for the period from 2008 
to 2010 and Ext.W5 is the Pass Book of the period from 2011 to 2013. These two Pass Books show remittances by the 
Bank to the account of the petitioner within frequent intervals towards cleaning charges. No documents are available to 
prove engagement of the petitioner prior to 2005. However, if the oral evidence of the petitioner is taken into account it 
is probable that she was engaged even earlier. MW 1 examined on behalf of the Respondent has of course stated that the 
case of the petitioner that she was being engaged from 1975 onwards is not correct. However, this witness has started to 
work as Manager of the Perambur Branch only in the year 2015. He does not have any direct knowledge regarding the 
engagement of the petitioner. During cross-examination of the petitioner the Counsel for the Respondent has not 
challenged the claim of the petitioner in the affidavit that she was being engaged from 1975 onwards. So in all 
probability the petitioner must have been at the Bank much prior to 2005 which is the year of engagement admitted by 
the Bank. However, it is clear from the very admission of the petitioner during her cross-examination that she was 
working for sometime in the morning and for sometime in the evening and that also to clean the office premises and the 
toilets. The last payment seen made to the petitioner is @ Rs. 100/- per day. 

11. Even as admitted by the Respondent the petitioner was turned out from the job when the Bank started to do the 
work of cleaning through outside agency from April 2014. The claim of the petitioner is not for reinstatement but to 
confer permanent status to her and to pay her retirement benefits. The petitioner is now past the age of retirement. Her 
age is shown as 60 in her deposition. Her claim for conferment of permanent status could not be entertained. However, 
the petitioner has to be compensated as she was sent out of service without complying with Section-25(F) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. She was neither paid any compensation nor was issued any notice before she was disengaged. 
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Considering the nature of work done by the petitioner and the long years of her service, Rs. 2.50 lakhs is fixed as 
compensation payable to her. The Respondent is liable to pay this amount to the petitioner. 

12. In view of my discussion above the Respondent is directed to pay Rs. 2.50 lakhs to the petitioner within two 
months of the publication of the Award. In default of payment the amount will carry interest @ 7.5% per annum from 
the date of the Award. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 


the 17 th October, 2016) 




K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 


For the 1 st 

Party/Petitioner 

: WW1, Smt. Heindramma 

For the 2 nd Party/Management 

: MW1, Sri P. Mohan 

Documents Marked: 


On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

- 

Attendance Register from 2009 to 2013 

Ext.W2 

- 

Attendance Register from 2006 to Sept. 2009 

Ext.W3 

02.04.2013 

Payment of salary issued by the Respondent 

Ext.W4 

- 

Bank Pass Book showing the salary credited in the account of the petitioner from 
2008 to 2010 

Ext.W5 

- 

Bank Pass Book showing the salary credited in the account of the petitioner from 
2011 to 2013 

On the Management’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

17.11.1987 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between the Respondent Bank and 
Trade Unions 

Ext.M2 

16.07.1988 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between the Respondent Bank and 
Trade Unions 

Ext.M3 

27.10.1988 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between the Respondent Bank and 
Trade Unions 

Ext.M4 

09.01.1991 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between Respondent Bank and Trade 
Unions 

Ext.M5 

30.07.1996 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between the Respondent Bank and 
Trade Unions 

Ext.M6 

15.09.1998 

Memorandum of Settlement entered into between the Respondent Bank and 
Trade Unions 

Ext.M7 

10.12.2012 

Agreement between Respondent Bank and Avon Facility Management Services 
Pvt. Ltd. 

Ext.M8 

21.02.2014 

Agreement between Respondent Bank and Avon Facility Management Services 


Pvt. Ltd. 
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New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1318. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12025/01/2017-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Monday, the 8 th August, 2016 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 18/2015 (DF) 

BETWEEN : 

Smt. E, Antony Mary : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Regional Manager 
(RBO-III) (Disciplinary Authority) 

State Bank of India 

No. 25, Swamy Nelliyappa High Road 
Tirunel veli -627001 

2. The Deputy General Manager 
(Business & Operations) (Appellate Authority) 

State Bank of India, Administrative Office 
Maduram Complex 
No. 2, Ambedkar Road 
Madurai-625002 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s Balan Haridas, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondent : M/s T.S. Gopalan & Co., Advocates 

AWARD 

This is an Industrial Dispute taken on file under 2(A)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (as amended by 
Act-24 of 2010 w.e.f. 15.09.2010). 

1. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief is this are these: 

The petitioner joined the services of the Respondent Bank in the year 1995. While she was working as Assistant 
in Palayamkottai Branch at Tirunelveli she was placed under suspension by order dated 09.06.2007. Thereafter, a 
Charge Memo dated 01.07.2007 was issued to her alleging that on 07.06.2007 she has stealthily taken away a note 
packet of Rs. 100/- denomination amounting to Rs. 10,000/-. The petitioner was alleged to have committed gross 
misconduct under Para-5(j) of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 10.04.2002. Though the petitioner submitted her 
explanation denying the charge a domestic enquiry was ordered. The Enquiry Officer submitted report to the effect that 
the charge leveled against the petitioner has been proved. On the basis of the report the Bank had asked for the 
comments of the petitioner and she had submitted her comments also. The Respondent passed order on 31.12.2011 
dismissing the petitioner from service. Though the petitioner preferred an appeal it was rejected by the Appellate 


2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 


2 nd Party/1Respondent 
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Authority by a cryptic order dated 23.04.2012. The respondent had preferred a criminal complaint based on the very 
same allegations leveled against the petitioner in the enquiry proceedings. After trial the petitioner was acquitted of the 
criminal charge, by judgment dated 03.04.2014. After this the petitioner made a representation to the First Respondent 
Bank to reconsider the punishment. However, the First Respondent declined to take the petitioner back in service. The 
punishment imposed on the petitioner is grossly illegal. The charge leveled against the petitioner was not proved in the 
enquiry. The compact disc marked in the enquiry proceedings is not the complete recording of the CCTV on 
07.06.2007 the date of the alleged offence. The Branch Manager who has certified the CD was not the Chief Manager 
on the day and had no knowledge of the contents of the same. Even otherwise the compact disc does not prove the 
charge against the petitioner. In any case there is no co-relation between the incident recorded in the CD and the cash 
shortage reported. An award may be passed setting aside the order of the First Respondent dismissing the petitioner 
from service without notice and ordering the Respondents to reinstate the petitioner in service with full backwages, 
continuity of service and other attendant benefits. 

4. The Respondents have filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The petitioner was given appointment as Clerk in the Bank in the year 2007 on compassionate grounds. The 
Palayamkottai Branch had installed CCTV cameras to video graph the movements of the staff and members of the 
public who visit the Branch. The Post Master of Palayamkottai Head Post Office was maintaining an account with the 
Palayamkottai Branch of the Respondents. On 07.06.2007 a government cheque issued in the name of the Post Master 
for Rs. 5,00,000/- was presented for payment at the Bank. Ambalavanan, a staff of the Post Office presented the cheque 
to the Single Window Operator counter manned by Usharani Selvaraj. Usharani had asked the Special Assistant for 
notes as sufficient notes were not available in her counter. The Special Assistant gave four sections of Rs. 500/- note 
and three bundles of Rs. 100/- currencies. Messenger, Thangavelu counted the notes that were given to him in the Note 
Counting Machine and delivered them to the representative of the Post Office. The currencies were not used on that day 
for Post Office transactions. At the time of closing, when the Post Master counted the sections of note that were brought 
from the Respondent Bank he noticed that in one bundle there were only nine sections. He informed the Branch 
Manager over phone and also brought the bundles containing only nine sections of Rs. 100/- notes instead of ten 
sections with the slip of SBI not opened. When search for the section of notes by the bank staff became futile they 
played the CCTV and found the petitioner removing the section of currency that remained at the counting machine as 
Thangavelu omitted to remove it. On the next day morning the Chief Manager and others visited the residence of the 
petitioner and on the same day she remitted the missing amount in the Bank. An investigation was conducted in the 
matter. Based on the investigation enquiry proceedings were initiated against the petitioner and she was found guilty of 
the charge leveled against her. The Bank has proved the case against the petitioner in the enquiry proceedings. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of Ext.Wl to Ext.W12 and Ext.Ml to Ext.M30. No oral evidence was adduced 
on either side. 

6. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondents in dismissing the petitioner from service is legal and justified? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

7. The petitioner was dismissed from service by the First Respondent on 31.12.2011 on the charge that she had 
removed a section of Rs. 100/- currency note packet amounting to Rs. 10,000/- which was lying in the note counting 
machine of Palayamkottai Branch of the First Respondent. The case is that Thangavelu the Messenger had taken the 
section alongwith nine other note packets to the Note Counting Machine and counted them but had omitted to remove 
one section from the machine and this one section which was lying in the machine was stealthily removed by the 
petitioner. 

8. The case of the Respondents is that the ten note packets were counted by Thangavelu, the Messenger on the day 
in question for handing it over to the Messenger of the Post Master of Palayamkottai who had come to encash the 
government cheque of Rs. 5,00,000/-. According to the Bank the Messenger left the Bank with the money without 
verifying it under the bonafide belief that he had received the entire amount. But when the Post Master counted the 
amount in the evening he found shortage of one section of Rs. 10,000/-. He informed the Chief Manager and the 
Manager and staff made a search in the Branch but they could not find the money. Then they played the CCTV of the 
day and noticed the petitioner removing one section of the note from the Note Counting Machine. They decided that 
the petitioner is the one responsible for the shortage in the amount that was given to the Messenger of the Post Office. 
The Chief Manager and the Others visited the resident of the petitioner on the next day morning itself and on their 
persuasion she made good the shortage by the evening of the day. 
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9. It is argued on behalf of the petitioner that the charge against her was not established by the Management in the 
enquiry proceedings. The charge against her as detailed in the Charge Memo which is marked as Ext.Wl is that she 
had furtively and stealthily taken away one Rs. 100/- currency note packet amounting to Rs. 10,000/- placed in the Note 
Counting Machine which was omitted to be carried by Sri Thangavelu the Messenger alongwith nine other note packets 
to form a bundle for payment to the Post Office and in the process she has misappropriated Rs. 10,000/- belonging to 
the Bank and had thus committed gross misconduct in terms of Para-5(j) of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10.04.2002. 

10. Thangavelu, the Head Messenger is the only witness who was examined by the Management in the enquiry 
proceedings. Thangavelu had deposed before the Enquiry Officer that on the morning of 07.06.2007 Special Assistant, 
Usharani had received a cheque for Rs. 5,00,000/- from the Post Office and she had given cash of Rs. 5,00,000/- to him 
for delivery. He has taken the money in front of the customer and has given them after counting in the presence of the 
staff members. He has further deposed that in the evening when it was reported from the Post Office that a section of 
Rs. 100/- denomination is missing, a thorough search was made by the staff and they have failed to find the money. 
Then he had noticed the CCTV camera on and had requested the Manager to view the same. On viewing the CCTV 
footage they had noticed the petitioner taking the Rs. 100/- note section from the counting machine and going to her 
seat. 

11. The petitioner had examined three staffs of the Bank in the enquiry proceedings. DW1, the first witness had been 
working in the Bank on deputation and had been there just for 10 days. On hearing about the complaint from the Post 
Office he too had made a search. On the night they have verified the CCTV reversal and had found the petitioner taking 
the Rs. 100/- section and going to her seat when the Messenger was not there and had tried to keep the money away. 
The evidence of DW2, Usharani is also almost on the same terms. She had seen the CCTV reversal on the next day. She 
had noticed the petitioner carrying the left out Rs. 100/- section and taking it to her table and dropping it on the side of 
the table. The third witness, a Clerk of the Bank had also spoken about the CCTV footage. He has stated that on 
noticing in the footage that the petitioner was carrying the section of notes they have decided that the petitioner has 
taken the money away and they have stopped their search for the money. 

12. The concerned CD has been produced and marked as Ext.Ml. I have watched the content of the CD which is for 
a period of about 10 minutes. The picture in the CD is very vague. However, it shows somebody going to the counting 
machine, counting notes for some time, leaving the notes there then coming back and continuing the counting. In 
between others also are in the venue doing so many things including talking to each other. At the end of the content of 
the CD a lady is seen coming to the machine taking money from the machine and going to the nearby seat. In the 
meanwhile she is found talking to someone nearby showing the money in her hands to him. The content of the CD 
comes to an end with this. 

13. It could be seen from the enquiry proceedings that the Defence Representative had been continuously requesting 
the Enquiry Officer to direct the Presenting Officer to produce the copy of the entire CCTV footage of the day. But the 
Presenting Officer has reported that the same is not available. Ultimately the Enquiry Officer has decided that Ext.Ml 
CD which was produced in the enquiry proceedings would serve the purpose of the case and whatever had happened 
prior to and after what is there in the CD are not relevant for the purpose of the dispute. 

14. The petitioner, even at the outset, had denied the case of the Management that she has stealthily removed the 
money and she has misappropriated the same. It is seen from the evidence that on the basis of the CCTV footage the 
Branch Manager and three other staff had visited the petitioner on the next day morning and she was persuaded to remit 
the alleged deficit in the Bank. The judgment of the Criminal Court in which the petitioner was an accused for the 
charge of theft shows that she had pledged some jewels at Muthoot Finance on the next day through her Son and she 
had remitted Rs. 10,000/- at the Bank by the evening. So it is clear that it is due to pressure from the Manager and 
Others who assumed her to be the culprit that she had remitted the money in the Bank. She had never admitted that she 
removed the money from the machine. Even assuming that the CD is admissible in evidence it is not known why it 
stopped at the time the petitioner was found talking to someone alongwith the money in her hands. Her very reasonable 
request to have copy of the CCTV footage pertaining to what happened subsequently was not heeded to by the Enquiry 
Officer in spite of her repeated requests. The evidence given by the witnesses is only to the effect that they had seen in 
the CCTV footage the petitioner taking away a section of note from the counting machine. One does not know if this is 
part of the money that was counted by PW1 to be handed over to the Messenger of the Post Master. It has come out in 
evidence that the counting machine is being used by other staff also and this will always be in use. How can it be 
presumed that what was noticed by the witnesses in the CCTV footage was the petitioner removing the very section of 
note that was in deficit out of Rs. 5,00,000/- that was handed over to the Messenger of the Post Office? Such a 
presumption cannot be made at all in the absence of any evidence. 

15. Even otherwise Ext.Ml could not be relied upon at all for the reason that it is not properly proved. The proof of 
an electronic device should be as provided in Section-65 (B) of Indian Evidence Act. If such a document is to be 
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accepted in evidence, as per Section-65(B)(4) a certificate identifying the electronic record containing the statement 
describing the manner in which it was produced should be there. It should furnish the particulars of any device 
involved in the production of that electronic record and it should be signed by a person occupying a responsible official 
position in relation to the operation of the relevant device or management of the relevant activities. 

16. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision of the Apex Court in TOMASO BRUNO AND 
ANOTHER VS. STATE OF UTTAR PRADESH reported in 2015 7 SCC 178 in support of his argument that Ext.Ml 
cannot be relied upon. In the above case it was held that non-production of CCTV footage, non-collection of call 
records and SIM details of mobile phones seized from the accused are not mere instances of faulty investigation but 
even withholding of best evidence. The Apex Court observed that it is not the case of prosecution that CCTV footage 
could not be lifted or a CD copy could not be made. In the present case only a portion of the CCTV footage is 
produced. The remaining portion which also seems to be very relevant has not been produced. This amounts to 
withholding of the evidence. The Apex Court has observed in the above case that if a party in possession of best 
evidence which would throw light in the controversy withholds it the Court can draw an adverse inference against him 
not withstanding that the onus of proving does not lie on him. In the present case the burden is on the Management to 
prove the case. So it is more so that adverse inference is drawn against the Respondent. 

17. It is not merely because the entire copy of the CCTV footage of the day is not produced, Ext.Ml could not be 
relied upon. Even otherwise the document is bereft of proof and could not be relied upon at all. It is not proved as 
provided under Section-65(B) of the Indian Evidence Act. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision of 
the Madras High Court dated 05.08.2015 in OA 695/2015 in this respect. The Hon’ble High Court has referred to the 
decision of the Apex Court in ANWAR VS. P.K. BASHIR AND OTHERS reported in 2014 10 SCC 473 reiterating the 
conditions under Section-65(B)(4) of the Evidence Act for proof of electronic record. It states that if it is desired to give 
a statement in any proceedings under Section-65(B(4) of the Evidence Act (a) there must be a certificate which should 
identify the electronic record containing the statement (b) the certificate must describe the manner in which the 
electronic record was produced (c) the certificate must furnish the particulars of the device involved in the production 
of the record (d) the certificate must deal with the applicable conditions mentioned under Section-65(B)(2) of the 
Evidence Act and (e) the certificate must be signed by a person occupying a responsible official position in relation to 
the operation of the relevant device. The High Court has observed that electronic records being more susceptible to 
tampering, alteration, etc. without such safeguards, these safeguards are taken to ensure the source and authenticity of 
the device. 

18. In the present case none of the conditions above are satisfied. The enquiry proceedings states that the CD was 
certified on 14.05.2009. The incident had taken place in June 2007. The document produced here does not contain any 
certificate as stated in the enquiry proceedings. Even if there is any certificate it was made after a delay of 1.5 years. 
There is no evidence as to whether the certificate was signed by a person occupying a responsible position. The only 
person examined on behalf of the Management is the Head Messenger who does not have anything to do with Ext.Ml. 
DW1 has stated during his examination that he does not know anything about the preparation of the CD from the 
premises of the Bank. Thus there is no evidfence at all regarding the authenticity of the CD. The Management is relying 
upon Ext.Ml alone to establish the case. The evidence given by the witnesses are based on the footage which they are 
said to have viewed. However, they do not know anything about Ext.Ml or authenticity of Ext.Ml. So in any case 
based on Ext.Ml alone the Management has no legs to stand. 

19. It has been pointed out on behalf of the petitioner that in any event, the case of the Management is without any 
foundation. The case is that in the evening of 07.06.2007 the Post Master of Palayamkottai informed the Branch 
Manager of Palayamkottai that there is deficit of one section of Rs. 100/- denomination in Rs. 5.00 lakhs that had been 
handed over to the Messenger of the Post Office. A written complaint is coming on the next day only. The case of the 
Management is that the cheque was encashed in the morning of 07.06.2007 itself. The Messenger, Ambalavanan who 
encashed the cheque from the branch is not examined in the enquiry proceedings. The case is that the Post Office had 
no necessity to use the money on the day and had kept in untouched till the evening at the time of closure and the deficit 
was noticed only when the money was counted at the time. However, neither the Ambalavanan nor the Post Master had 
come forward to give evidence. There is no evidence from them on what transpired after the money was handed over to 
Ambalavanan. 

20. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the evidence given by the witnesses regarding the practice accepted 
by the Bank in its transactions with the customers. DW2 who was the Special Assistant and had worked as Payment 
Cashier had given the details regarding payment to Ambalavanan. She is the one who made payment to Ambalavanan. 
She has stated dining her examination that the Post Office staff Ambalavanan had received Rs. 5.00 lakhs. According to 
her, she used to inform the customers that they should leave the counter only after verification of the cash. According 
to her, it can be taken that Ambalavanan has received the entire cheque amount of Rs. 5.00 lakhs. She has further stated 
that if a customer leaves the branch and then comes back and claims shortage it will not be accepted by the Bank. There 
is also the evidence by DW3. DW3 had stated that if a customer comes back with the complaint of shortage of cash 
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after a time gap of half-an-hour or one hour it may be entertained depending upon the circumstance. As could be seen 
the Post Office Messenger who is said to have collected the money has not come forward to assert the case of deficit in 
the money. This itself shakes the very foundation of the case. 

21. Lastly, it has been argued on behalf of the petitioner that she was tried in a criminal proceedings for the very 
charge that was raised against her in the enquiry proceedings and she was found not guilty and acquitted of the case and 
therefore also the punishment imposed on her will not hold good. Ext. W9 is the judgment in CC 40/2008 on the file of 
the Court of the Judicial Magistrate No. I, Tirunelveli in which the petitioner was the accused. In the case she was 
charged for offence under Section-381 of the Indian Penal Code alleging that she had stolen a bundle of Rs. 10,000/- in 
Rs. 100/- denomination left in the counting machine of the Bank. Ext.Wl, the Charge Memo would show that the very 
same was the charge against the petitioner in the enquiry proceedings. The case is that she had stealthily taken away the 
money from the counting machine. The judgment in CC 40/2008 has become final in the absence of any appeal 
challenging the same. What is the effect of such acquittal in a departmental proceedings? The counsel for the petitioner 
has referred to the decision of the Apex Court in GM TANK VS STATE OF GUJARAT AND ANOTHER reported in 
2006 CDJ SC 415 in this respect. In the above case the same witnesses were examined in the Criminal Case and the 
departmental proceedings. The concerned workman was acquitted by the Criminal Court holding that the prosecution 
has not proved the guilt alleged against him beyond reasonable doubt. The Apex Court has held that in such 
circumstance it would be unjust and unfair and rather oppressive to allow the findings recorded in the departmental 
proceedings to stand. It was further held that the facts and evidence in the departmental as well as in the criminal 
proceedings being the same the distinction which is usually proved between the departmental and criminal proceedings 
on the basis of the approach and burden of proof would not be applicable to the case. Reference was also made to the 
decision in COMMISSIONER OF INCOME TAX, CALCUTTA VS. HOOGHLY MILLS COMPANY LTD. reported 
in 2007 1 SCC 571 in this respect. It was a case where the Management Bank had failed in its attempt to recover the 
money allegedly misappropriated by civil proceedings and also failed to prove the case of embezzlement in the criminal 
proceedings also. The Apex Court held that if departmental proceedings and criminal case are based on identical set of 
facts, evidence in both the proceedings are common and employee is acquitted in the criminal case, an order of 
dismissal already passed may be set aside. 

22. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to a few decisions of the Madras High Court also to substantiate his 
argument on the point. Reference was made to the decision in RAMASAMY VS. GOVERNMENT OF TAMIL NADU 
AND OTHERS reported in CDJ 2006 MHC 038 where also it was held that the charge in the departmental enquiry and 
the grounds leading to the prosecution of the accused being on the same set of facts, in view of the fact that the criminal 
case ended in honorable acquittal on merits, the disciplinary authority ought to have considered the same before 
proceeding further. This is the finding rendered in the decision in DISTRICT REVENUE OFFICER VS. 
PALANISAMY AND ANOTHER reported in CDJ 2006 MHC 273, KALYANASUNDARAM VS. MANAGEMENT 
OF TAMIL NADU STATE TRANSPORT CORPORATION in Writ Appeal 5/2011 and also in the decision in 
KAN AG AS AB APATHY VS. DEPUTY INSPECTOR OF POLICE, VILLUPURAM AND ANOTHER reported in 
CDJ 2006 MHC 1123. 

23. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to the decision in STATE BANK OF BIKANER AND JAIPUR 
VS. NEMICHAND NALWAYA reported in 2011 4 SCC 584 in his attempt to differentiate the present case and to 
show that the dictum laid down in the above decisions are not applicable to the facts of the present case. It was held in 
the above case that the fact that the Criminal Court subsequently acquitted the employee by giving him the benefit of 
doubt will not in any way render a completed disciplinary proceedings invalid nor affect the validity of the 
finding of guilt or consequential punishment. According to the counsel the acquittal obtained by the petitioner in the 
present case is not an honorable acquittal and therefore the decisions relied upon on behalf of the petitioner are not 
applicable to the facts of the present case. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the decision in UNION OF 
INDIA AND OTHERS VS. NAMAN SINGH SHEKHAWAT reported in 2008 4 SCC 1 wherein the Apex Court has 
held that the Criminal Court having given a positive finding that the prosecution has not been able to prove the guilt, it 
is not mere benefit of doubt having been given and the employee is entitled to a relief in his favour in the departmental 
proceedings. 

24. In Ext.W9 the Judicial Magistrate has stated that it will be appropriate to grant benefit of doubt to the accused. It 
was in view of this it has been argued on behalf of the Respondent that it is not an honourable acquittal but one 
obtained merely on the basis of benefit of doubt. However, even though the term “benefit of doubt ” is used in the 
judgment it is not an acquittal based on benefit of doubt alone but on a positive finding that the guilt of the accused is 
not established. In the Criminal Case all the witnesses examined in the enquiry proceedings have been examined. Their 
evidence which is based on the CCTV footage was not accepted by the Criminal Court. By cogent reasoning the Court 
has found that the charge against the accused is not proved. So in spite of usage of the term “benefit of doubt ” in the 
judgment it is to be treated as acquittal in the absence of proof. 
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25. The counsel for the Respondent has again relied upon the decision in STATE BANK OF BIKANER case 
referred to earlier in which it has been held that an employee who allows the findings in the enquiry and the punishment 
by the Disciplinary Authority to attain finality by non-challenge cannot after several years challenge the decision on the 
ground that subsequently the Criminal Court has acquitted him. The counsel has been pointing out that the petitioner 
herein has raised the dispute only after her acquittal in the criminal case. The claim has been made by the petitioner 
within the period of limitation contemplated under Section-2A of the ID Act and therefore it could not be stated that the 
petitioner has allowed her dismissal to attain finality by non-challenge. Since the claim is made within time there was 
nothing wrong in her doing it even though it is after acquittal of her in the criminal case. For the above reasons the 
petitioner is entitled to the relief claimed for. 

Accordingly the Respondents are directed to reinstate the petitioner in service within two months of publication 
of the award with 50% backwages and other attendant benefits. In case of default in payment of the backwages it would 
carry interest at the rate of 7.5% per annum. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 


day the 8 th 

August, 2016) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 


For the 1 st 

Party/Petitioner 

: None 

For the 2 nd 

Party/Respondent 

: None 

Documents Marked: 


On the Petitioner’s side 


Ext.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

01.12.2007 

Charge Memo 

Ext.W2 

27.12.2007 

Explanation of the petitioner 

Ext.W3 

- 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ext.W4 

13.08.2011 

Prosecution Brief 

Ext.W5 

10.10.2011 

Defense Brief 

Ext.W6 

21.10.2011 

Letter of the Respondent enclosing enquiry report 

Ext.W7 

12.11.2011 

Petitioner’s comments on the enquiry report 

Ext.W8 

31.12.2011 

Order of dismissal 

Ext.W9 

03.04.2014 

C.C.No. 40 of 2008 

Ext. W10 

19.04.2012 

Appeal 

Ext. W11 

23.04.2012 

Order of Appellate Authority 

Ext. W12 

21.07.2014 

Petition under Section-2A of the ID Act. 

On the Respondent’s side 


Ext.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

- 

Compact disc evidencing the charges against the petitioner - C.D. (PE X01) - 
And One D. V.D - D. V.D only furnished to the petitioner. 

Ext. M2 

07.06.2007 

Cheque No. 437770 for Rs. 5.00 lakhs from Post Master, Palayamkottai with 
receipt and attestation on its reverse 

Ext.M3 

07.06.2007 

Photocopy of the note bundle with 9 sections of Rs. 100/- denomination 
delivered to Post Office 

Ext.M4 

08.06.2007 

Letter from Post Master, Palayamkottai - H.O. to the Chief Manager, SBI 


Palayamkottai 
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Ext.M5 

08.06.2007 

Letter from Chief Manager, SBI Palayamkottai to Reg. Manager, SBI, RBO, T. 
Veli (rm-rbo-16-51) 

Ext.M6 

08.06.2007 

Letter from Thangavel, Messenger, SBI Palayamkottai to Regional Manager, 
RBO, T.Veli 

Ext.M7 

08.06.2007 

Credit slip from Antony Mary for Rs. 10,000/- to credit to Sundry Deposit 
Account 

Ext.M8 

09.06.2007 

Preliminary Investigation Report by S. Muthusamy, Dy. Manager, SBI-RBO, 
T.Veli 

Ext.M9 

09.06.2007 

Suspension Order to Antony Mary DIS-CON-131 

Ext.MlO 

23.06.2007 

Investigation Report by Sri S. Muthusamy 

Ext.Ml 1 

13.08.2007 

Letter from Regional Manager to DGM - RBO T. Veli - RBO - RM III-116 
enclosing: 

(i) A copy of FIR No. 913/07 dated 10.07.2007 

(ii) Letter dated 14.07.2007 from Chief Manager, Palayamkottai to Inspector 
of Police (cB) - Palayamkottai 

(iii) Letter dated 16.07.2007 - RM - RBO -12-76 from Chief Manager to 
Regional Manager 

(iv) Letter dated 0808.2007-AGM-12-78-Details of Arrest, imprisonment and 
Bail 

Ext.M12 

16.08.2007 

Memo from Regional Manager to Antony Mary - calling for explanation within 
15 days - RBO - RM - III - 173 

Ext.M13 

30.08.2007 

Letter from Antony Mary to SBI, RBO, T.Veli - requesting 30 days time to 
submit her explanation 

Ext.M14 

28.09.2007 

Explanation from Antony Mary to Branch Manager RBO, SBI, T.Velia to the 
memo dated 16.08.2007 

Ext.M15 

30.01.2008 

Notice of enquiry (Disc.Con.656) - Explanating procedure 

Ext.M16 

22.04.2009 

Letter from Dis. Proceeding Cell, Madurai (Dis.Con.223) to E.O. / Chief 
Manager, Overseas Branch, Chennai 

Ext.M17 

28.07.2009 

Order of Hon’ble High Court in MP 1/2009 - extending stay by 4 weeks 

Ext.M18 

03.09.2009 

Order of Hon’ble High Court in M.P. 1/09 - stay further extended by 3 weeks 

Ext.M19 

01.10.2009 

Order of Hon’ble High Court in MP 1/09 - stay further extended by 3 weeks 

Ext.M20 

24.02.2010 to 
20.04.2012 

Deposition of witness Muthusamy, Manager (DPC), SBI, ZO, Madurai - In 
C.C.No. 40/08 

Ext.M21 

23.09.2010 

Order - dismissing the WP (MD) No. 6916/09 and MP (MD) MS 1/2009 and 
1/2010 filed by the Petitioner before the Hon’ble Madurai Bench of Madras 
High Court 

Ext.M22 

15.05.2007 to 
21.05.2007 

Extract of Currency Chest Book - Folio No. 42 dated 18.05.2007 of Form T.E.l 

Ext.M23 

10.01.2011 

First Information Report No. 04/2011 - enclosing the deposition in Cr.No. 
4/2011 (total 9 pages) 

Ext.M24 

21.09.2011 

Letter from T. Mathiarasan (EO) to K. Rajendran (D.R.) - enclosing copy of 
P.O’s brief dated 13.08.2011 and calling for Defense Report before 28.09.2011 

Ext.M25 

07.12.2011 

Letter to Antony Mary from D.A. proposing punishment of dismissal and fixing 
personal hearing on 27.12.2011 

Ext.M26 

26.12.2011 

Reply of D.A. to Antony Mary on her request to postpone the enquiry and fixing 
the P.H. on 31.12.2011 
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Ext.M27 

31.12.2011 

Report of D.A. on the P.H. - Antony Mary failed to appear and proceedings of 
the hearing 

Ext.M28 

07.03.2012 

Letter from Regional Manager addressed to DGM (B&O) - DPC Section - SBI 
Madurai enclosing appeal dated 25.02.2012 of Mrs. Antony Mary 

Ext.M29 

12.04.2012 

Reply to Antony Mary from DGM/Appellate Authority fixing personal hearing 
on 19.04.2012 on the Appeal dated 25.02.2012 

Ext.M30 

19.04.2012 

Proceedings of personal hearing on 19.04.2012 before Appellate Authority 
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[RT. i^-12012/54/2014-3Tf3TR (^t-I)] 
FRf. fsre, 3RJFFT SlfWlt 


New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1319. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/54/2014-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 10 th January, 2017 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 15/2015 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of State Bank of India and Another and their 
workman) 

BETWEEN : 

Sri V. Anbumani : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Regional Manager (Disciplinary Authority) : 2 nd Party/1Respondent 

State Bank of India, Region-II 

Regional Business Office, Raja Mirasdar 
Hospital Road 
Thanj avur-613001 

2. The Deputy General Manager (Business & : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

Operations) 

State Bank of India 

Disciplinary Proceeding Cell, Admn. Office 
Tiruchy Zone, Me. Donalds Road 
Tiruchi-620001 
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Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s K.M. Ramesh, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/l st & 2 nd Respondent : M/s T.S. Gopalan & Co., Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/54/2014-IR(B-I) dated 
30.01.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Tiruchirapalli in imposing the punishment of 
discharge from sendee of Sri V. Anbumani, Special Assistant is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled? ” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has numbered it as ID 15/2015 and issued notices to both sides. 
Both sides have entered appearance through their counsel and filed their claim and counter statement respectively. The 
petitioner has filed rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner was appointed as Clerk-cum-Cashier in the State Bank of India in 1985. He was promoted as 
Special Assistant in 2008. He was working in Mannargudi Branch at the time when he was wrongfully terminated by 
the Bank by order dated 25.09.2012. While the petitioner was working in Mannargudi Branch he was suspended from 
service w.ef. 27.11.2009 alleging certain acts of gross misconduct. The petitioner was issued with a charge sheet dated 
15.12.2010 leveling two charges against him. The first charge against the petitioner is that while he was holding 
custody of ATM Pin Mailers and Undelivered ATM Cards for delivering to the customers those were misused to 
withdraw aggregate amount of Rs. 5,42,340.00 from various customers and this was because of the negligence of the 
petitioner to safe keep the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers. The Second Charge is that the petitioner allowed an outsider, 
one Revathi to misuse the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers and thus helped her to withdraw money fraudulently from the 
customers’ account thus facilitating an outsider to misappropriate Rs. 5,42,340.00 belonging to various customers. The 
explanation given by the petitioner to the charge sheet was not accepted and an enquiry was conducted against him. The 
charges against the petitioner having been found proved by the Enquiry Officer the petitioner was dismissed from 
service (not discharged as seen in the order of reference) by order dated 10.04.2002. The appeal filed by the 
petitioner against the order of dismissal was dismissed. The petitioner has not committed any misconduct as alleged. 
The enquiry against the petitioner has not been conducted in a fair and proper manner. The petitioner is entitled to be 
reinstated in the service of the State Bank of India. 

4. The Respondents have filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

Both Respondents represent State Bank of India. So a common counter Statement is filed and the Respondents 
are referred to as “ Respondent ”. There is a policy of job rotation among Clerical Staffs once in six months. In the 
second half of 2009 the job allocation to the petitioner inter-alia included ATM Offsite Cash Replacement and entering 
ATM Pin in the Register and delivery. In the Mannargudi Branch where the petitioner was working there was 
unauthorized engagement of casual employee by name Revathi. One Ravikumar had SB Account in Mannargudi 
Branch. On 26.10.2009 his father presented his son’s cheque for Rs. 70,000/- and this was returned for want of 
sufficient balance. When Ravikumar came to the branch it was noticed that three unauthorized withdrawals for Rs. 
81,000/- were made through an Offsite ATM Centre. On 13.11.2009 the wife of Account Holder Mohammad Suleiman 
came to the Branch and it was noticed that there had been unauthorized withdrawal of about Rs. 3,87,000.00 from the 
account. On verification it was found that cash was withdrawn from 10 SB Account Holders. The petitioner who was 
entrusted with the Pin Mailers and also the undelivered ATM Cards had misused his position and colluded with a casual 
employee, Revathi to handle ATM Cards and Pin Mailers. Thus Revathi was able to withdraw Rs. 5,32,840.00 from 
different accounts. The Branch Manager was also responsible for allowing the Pin Mailers and the ATM Cards to be in 
the custody of the petitioner. Disciplinary action was initiated against the Branch Manager also. Enquiry against the 
petitione was held in a fair and proper manner. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. The petition is liable to be 
dismissed. 

5. The petitioner has filed rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement denying the averments in the Counter 
Statement and reiterating his case in the Claim Statement. 

6. Though the petitioner has challenged the fairness of enquiry in the Claim Statement, he has given up his 
contention in the Proof Affidavit filed by him before this Tribunal. So there is no necessity to consider this issue in the 
dispute. 
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7. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of WW1 and documents marked as Ext.Wl to Ext.W25 and 
Ext.Ml to Ext.M8. 

8 . The points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondents in dismissing the petitioner from service without notice is legal 
and justified? 

(ii) What if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

9. The petitioner who was working as Special Assistant in Mannargudi Branch of SBI was dismissed from service 
by order dated 26.11.2009 on allegations of certain misconducts committed by him. It is alleged by the Management 
that the petitioner was in the custody of ATM Pin Mailers and Undelivered ATM Cards and was having the duty to 
deliver them to the customers but he allowed one Revathi to misuse the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers facilitating 
withdrawal of more than Rs. 5.50 lakhs from the account of different customers by her. 

10. In the enquiry proceedings the Management had examined the Branch Manager at the time of incident and also 
the subsequent Manager. Documents were also marked in the enquiry proceedings. On the side of the petitioner also 
two witnesses were examined and some documents were marked. The Enquiry Officer has found that both charges 
against the petitioner are proved. He has relied upon the alleged recovery of the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers said to 
have been made from the petitioner and also the confession statement said to have been made by Revathi against whom 
criminal proceedings have been initiated by the Bank for withdrawal of amount from the account of different customers. 

11. The First Charge against the petitioner states that he was holding custody of ATM Pin Mailers and Undelivered 
ATM Cards for delivery to the customers, but these were misused to withdraw more than Rs. 5.00 lakhs from various 
customers account as detailed in the annexure to the Charge Memo and this was because of the negligence of the 
petitioner to safe keep the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers. As per the Second Charge the petitioner had allowed Revathi, 
an outsider to misuse the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers which were held in his custody and thus he facilitated Revathi to 
misappropriate amount belonging to various customers of the Bank thereby tarnishing the image of the Bank. 

12. Is it proved by the evidence tendered by the Management if the petitioner was in the custody of ATM Cards and 
Pin Mailers? Only if the answer to this is in the positive the question of someone misusing them while in the custody of 
the petitioner arises. As far as the custody of ATM Pin Mailers are concerned it is not disputed by the petitioner himself 
that he was at the time doing the work of holding custody of Pin Mailers, entering them in the Register, etc. Ext.W24 
contains PEX-I marked in the enquiry proceedings, an Office Order which had become effective from 27.07.2009. 
S.No. 9 in the Office Order is in respect of the petitioner, Anbumani. Alongwith other jobs, he is also entrusted with the 
job of entering of ATM Pin in the Register and delivery. The jobs entrusted to him do not include custody of ATM 
Cards or their delivery to the customers. 

13. Is there any evidence available to show that undelivered ATM Cards were in the custody of the petitioner as 
alleged in Charge No. 1 of the Charge Memo? The then Branch Manager had been examined by the Management as 
PW2 in the enquiry proceedings. During his examination he has stated specifically that the custody of ATM Pin Mailers 
were with the petitioner while undelivered ATM Cards were in the custody of Cash Officer. When the Branch Manager 
who is having the duty to allot the different works to the staffs states so it is beyond doubt that the petitioner could not 
have been in the custody of undelivered ATM Cards. 

14. The counsel for the Respondent had been relying upon the statement regarding recovery of ATM Pin Mailers 
and ATM Cards from the custody of the petitioner. According to the counsel this is sufficient to establish the case of the 
Management that the petitioner was in the custody of ATM Cards as well. However, this case is not supported by the 
Branch Manager. The case of the Bank that recovery of these were made from the petitioner itself is not established. 
During his examination the Branch Manager has stated that Chief Manager (Administration) and the Channel Manager 
have recovered the ATM Pin Mailers and ATM Cards from the petitioner on 13.09.2009. Thus it is clear that the 
Branch Manager is not a party to the alleged recovery. Those Officers who are said to have made the recovery are not 
examined. 

15. Ext.W24 includes PEX-3 marked in the enquiry proceedings. This is in respect of the covers said to have been 
recovered from the custody of the petitioner and kept under the safe custody of the Branch Manager. PEX-3 is only the 
details of certain covers with the signature of the Branch Manager. The Branch Manager apparently is not the one who 
made the recovery. A statement does not seem to have made at the time when the covers were allegedly recovered. 
Ext.PEX-3 would not show on which date the covers were recovered from the petitioner. The Branch Manager has 
given 13.09.2009 as the date of recovery without any supportive evidence. He was not present at the time of the alleged 
recovery. He has admitted during his cross-examination that Ext.PEX-3 itself does not reveal that the documents named 





[*nr ii-w*? 3(ii) ] 


^TR?T ^FTT TEm : 21, 2017/3^5 6, 1939 


3137 


in it were recovered from the custody of the petitioner. Ext.PEX-3 does not contain the signature of the petitioner. It 
cannot be also because it is only a statement made by the Branch Manager at a time subsequent to the alleged recovery. 

16. A letter written by the Branch Manager to the Regional Manager also would reveal that the petitioner could not 
have been in the custody of undelivered ATM Cards. Ext.W25 contains DEX-3 marked on the side of the petitioner in 
the enquiry proceedings. It is a letter written by PW2, the Branch Manager to the Regional Manager. In this letter he has 
stated that the Branch Cash Officer is having record for keeping undelivered ATM Cards with him. He has of course 
stated in the letter that he was under the impression that the cards were with the Cash Officer but after the incident 
happened he came to understand that the petitioner was in custody of ATM Cards as well as ATM Pin Mailers. 
However, this case is not pursued by the Branch Manager in the enquiry proceedings. Even during his Chief 
Examination his case is that the Cash Officer only was in custody of ATM Cards. In such circumstance, Ext.PEX-3 
could not be relied upon to accept the case of the Management that ATM Cards were recovered from the custody of the 
petitioner. 

17. The counsel for the Respondent has been relying upon the confession statement said to have been made by 
Revathi also to advance his argument that the petitioner was responsible for custody of the ATM Cards as well and that 
he has facilitated Revathi to misuse those ATM Cards and Pin Mailers and she has withdrawn amount from the account 
of different customers alongwith two others, misusing them. The Second Charge is framed against the petitioner in such 
a way as if to make out that Revathi who is the actual culprit has nothing to do with the Bank and is a total outsider to 
the Bank. It is not in dispute either for the petitioner or for the Management that Revathi is the one who has withdrawn 
Rs. 5,42,340.00 by different occasions from the account of various customers, obtaining ATM Cards and Pin Mailers 
from the Bank. However, Revathi is not an outsider. She was working in the Bank under the blessings of the Branch 
Manager. The Branch Manager has stated in Ext.DEX-2 itself that Revathi was employed at the Branch though he 
would state that it was only to prepare voucher and account opening. 

18. The question is whether the confession statement allegedly made by Revathi can be accepted? The Enquiry 
Officer has heavily relied upon the confession statement to enter a finding against the petitioner. A copy of the 
translation of alleged confession statement which is in Tamil has been provided. As seen from this she was working for 
wages at the rate of Rs. 100/- per day at the time. The statement proceeds to state that she had worked in account 
opening work and alongwith that also worked under Special Assistant, Anbumani and assisted him in the work of 
registration of ATM Card and recording the details of account opening and ATM Card details in the Register. The 
confession statement proceeds to state that she had found the undelivered ATM Cards and Pin Mailers and had 
collected them without anybody’s knowledge and had withdrawn amount on various dates with the help of her two 
friends. 

19. The counsel for the Respondent has argued that being in a departmental proceedings the confession statement 
could be acted upon. The counsel has referred to the decision of the Madras High Court in ASSOCIATED CEMENT 
COMPANIES LTD. MADUKKARAI CEMENT WORKS, COIMBAORE VS. LABOUR COURT, COIMBATORE 
AND ANOTHER reported in 1976 SCC ONLINE MADRAS 282 in this respect. It was a case where evidence of an 
accomplice was accepted by the Labour Court. The Court has held that the Labour Court not being bound by the strict 
principles of Law of Evidence can take into consideration the evidence of an accomplice. It was further observed that 
even a retracted confession can be acted upon in proceedings before a Labour Court. Reference was also made to the 
decision of the Apex Court in KULDEEP SINGH VS. STATE OF PUNJAB AND ANOTHER reported in 1997 1 LLN 
52. It was held here that the fact that the confession was made to the Police or while in the custody of the Police may 
not be of much consequence for the reason that strict rules of Evidence Act do not apply to departmental/disciplinary 
enquiries. In answer to the above decisions the counsel for the petitioner has referred to the later decision of the Apex 
Court in ROOP SINGH NEGI VS. PUNJAB NATIONAL BANK AND OTHERS reported in 2009 2 SCC 570 where it 
was held that confession statement should have been proved. It was observed that the case of the Appellant was that he 
was forced to make the confession statement by the Police rather than merely tendering the document and the contents 
thereof should have been proved. 

20. In the light of the principles revealed through the above decisions it is to be seen whether the confession 
statement said to have been made by Revathi can be acted upon. The confession statement admittedly is not proved 
either by the maker of the statement or through the person who has recorded it. The document was merely tendered in 
evidence by one of the witnesses. The Bank or the witnesses have nothing to do with the confession statement. The 
Bank got the statement as sent by the Inspector of Police, District Crime Branch, Tiruvarur as seen from Ext.PEX-24 
included in Ext.W25. The letter addressed to the Branch Manager states that the copy of the Charge Sheet and also the 
confession statement of Revathi are being sent alongwith the letter. There is no evidence as to who has recorded the 
confession statement or from which place or on which date it was recorded. There is no evidence as to whether such a 
confession statement was given by Revathi at all. In the absence of examination of Revathi, the maker of the statement 
or the one who might have recorded the statement there is nothing to show that such a statement has been given at all. 
The mandate given by the Apex Court in ROOP SINGH NEGI’s case that the confession should have been proved has 
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not been complied with. In the two cases referred to on behalf of the Respondent the confession statements were made 
by the concerned employees. In the present case the petitioner has not made any confession statement. The Management 
is trying to rely upon statement allegedly made by a person who has committed the crime of withdrawal of money from 
the account of customers by removing Pin Mailers and ATM Cards from the Bank. How much value can be given to 
such a statement even if any was given? As pointed out on behalf of the petitioner the petitioner was not even made an 
accused in the Criminal Case alongwith Revathi. On the other hand, he was a witness to the prosecution in the said 
Criminal Case. In such circumstance it would be outrageous to act upon a confession statement, the existence even of 
which is not established. So the case in Charge No. 2 that the petitioner allowed Revathi to misuse the ATM Cards and 
facilitated misappropriation of amount is not proved. 

21. The petitioner was allotted the duty of custody of ATM Pin Mailers as already referred to. Apart from Ext. PEX-1 
included in Ext.W24, there is also the admission on the part of the petitioner in this respect in his statements as 
well as during his evidence before this Tribunal. Ext.W3 is the letter written by the petitioner to the Regional Manager. 
He has stated in this that the work of delivery of Pin Mailers was allotted to him. There is no case for the petitioner that 
the Pin Mailers used for withdrawing amount from the account of different customers were not under his custody. PEX-2 
included in Ext.W24 is copy of ATM Pin Mailer Register from 12.08.2009 after the duty was entrusted with the 
petitioner. The procedure for maintaining the Pin Mailers and also ATM Cards has been explained in the Counter 
Statement filed by the Respondents. It is stated in this that the Bank is expected to maintain absolute confidentiality in 
handling the ATM Cards and Pin Mailers and the system is devised in such a manner that the Pin Mailer and ATM Card 
will not go together to the same hand and will not go together at the same time. Dining his examination before this 
Tribunal the petitioner has admitted that this procedure detailed in the Counter Statement is correct. So it is apparent 
that once custody of Pin Mailers is given to the petitioner it is his duty to maintain the confidentiality of these Pin 
Mailers. It is a fact that these Pin Mailers were removed when they were in the custody of the petitioner. The petitioner 
cannot absolve himself from the responsibility by putting the responsibility on the Branch Manager or some others. 
When he is well aware of the procedures it was for him to see that the confidentiality of the Pin Mailers is maintained. 
In so far as he was not able to discharge the responsibility put on him properly by enabling others to remove the Pin 
Mailers and misuse them it is certainly negligence on the part of the petitioner. If he had kept the Pin Mailers properly it 
would not have been possible for another to withdraw amount from the account of the customers even if ATM Cards 
were available. So to this extent the petitioner is guilty. 

22. As could be seen form the documents produced, it is not for the first time that the petitioner had been negligent 
in his duty. Ext.Ml to Ext.M6 are proof of this. Ext.Ml is the Charge Memo issued to the petitioner in 2004 for keeping 
the gate adjacent to the Strong Room unlocked resulting in loss of ornaments pledged with the Bank and thus causing 
loss of Rs. 50,000/- to the Bank. Ext.M3 is the order of punishment of censure given to the petitioner. Ext.M4 is another 
Charge Memo to the effect that while working as Single Window Operator (SWO) he posted a cheque although the 
account did not have sufficient funds resulting in creation of an unauthorized overdraft, etc. Ext.M6 is the order of 
punishment of stoppage of increment for a period of six months to the petitioner. 

23. Having been found that a part of the charge against the petitioner is established, what is the punishment due to 
the petitioner? The punishment of dismissal has been imposed on the petitioner by the Management on the basis that 
both charges against him are proved. Is the same punishment to be maintained or is he entitled to some 
concession? The counsel for the Respondent has referred to the recent decision of the Apex Court in State Bank of 
Patiala Vs. The General Secretary, Staff Union and Others reported in 2016 LLR 1121 in support of his argument that 
the petitioner is entitled to the major punishment of dismissal from service itself. In the above decision the Apex Court 
has stated that any act on the part of the workman adversely affecting the interests of the Bank is nothing but a gross 
negligence on his part justifying major punishment of dismissal from service. 

24. In the above case the concerned workman who was entrusted with the task of watching a godown, the stock of 
which was pledged to the Bank of which he was the employee had allowed the owner of the godown to take away the 
goods on the understanding that he would replace the goods after some time. The goods were later replaced but they 
were of inferior quality. In the above case, the employee was cheating its own employer and it is a graver offence. The 
petitioner herein has been negligent only and that is exactly why he was not made an accused in the Criminal Case. 
There is the fact that the ATM Cards also were not kept in proper custody and it was because of this the actual offender 
was able to get both ATM Cards and Pin Mailers, the two essentials necessary for withdrawing amounts through ATM 
machines. So the responsibility for causing loss to the Bank by negligence goes to others as well. The part of the 
Branch Manager who is the authority to administer things properly could not be ignored. When these aspects are taken 
into account, the petitioner is entitled to some concession in the matter of punishment. At the same time there cannot be 
too much leniency considering his past history of negligence as well. Compulsory Retirement from service will be due 
punishment to the petitioner. 
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25. Accordingly, an Award is passed as below: 

The punishment of dismissal from service imposed on the petitioner is set aside. 

The punishment of Compulsory Retirement from service with superannuation benefits is imposed on the 
petitioner. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 


day the 10 th January, 2017) 

Witnesses Examined: 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

For the 1 st 

Party/Petitioner 

: WW1, Sri V. Anbumani 

For the 2 nd Party/Management 

Documents Marked : 

On the petitioner’s side 

: None 

Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

01.08.2002 

Xerox copy of letter enclosing Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary 
action procedure for Workmen 

Ext.W2 

26.11.2009 

Xerox copy of suspension order issued to the petitioner 

Ext.W3 

03.02.2010 

Xerox copy of letter from petitioner to the Regional Manager of the Respondent 
Bank 

Ext.W4 

25.08.2010 

Xerox copy of memo issued by the Regional Manager of the Respondent Bank to 
the petitioner 

Ext.W5 

13.09.2010 

Xerox copy of reply given by the petitioner to the Regional Manager of the 
Respondent Bank to the petitioner 

Ext.W6 

15.12.2010 

Xerox copy of Charge Sheet issued to the petitioner 

Ext.W7 

06.01.2011 

Xerox copy of letter from petitioner to the Assistant General Manager of the 
Respondent Bank 

Ext.W8 

06.01.2011 

Xerox copy of letter from petitioner to the Branch Manager, Mannargudi Branch 
of the Respondent Bank 

Ext.W9 

18.01.2011 

Xerox copy of letter from Assistant General Manager of the Respondent Bank to 
the petitioner 

Ext. W10 

28.01.2011 

Xerox copy of letter from petitioner to the Assistant General Manager of the 
Respondent Bank 

Ext. W11 

25.02.2011 

Xerox copy of letter from Assistant General Manager of the Respondent Bank to 
the petitioner appointing Enquiry Officer 

Ext. W12 

29.04.2011 to 
14.02.2012 

Xerox copy of enquiry proceedings 

Ext.W13 

16.04.2012 

Xerox copy of defence brief submitted by the petitioner before the Enquiry 
Officer 

Ext. W14 

15.05.2012 

Xerox copy of Enquiry Officer’s report 

Ext. W15 

10.05.2012 

Xerox copy of Enquiry Officer’s report 

Ext. W16 

05.06.2012 

Xerox copy of reply given by the petitioner attacking the Enquiry Officer’s 
report 

Ext. W17 

29.08.2012 

Xerox copy of letter issued by the Disciplinary Authority proposing punishment 

Ext.W18 

18.09.2012 

Xerox copy of proceedings of personal hearing before the Disciplinary Authority 
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Ext. W19 

25.09.2012 

the final order issued by the Disciplinary Authority imposing punishment 

Ext.W20 

20.11.2012 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred before the Appellate Authority of the 
Respondent Bank 

Ext.W21 

14.06.2013 

Xerox copy of oral submissions made before the Appellate Authority by the 
petitioner 

Ext.W22 

30.11.2013 

Xerox copy of the letter of the Appellate Authority enclosing order of Appellate 
Authority 

Ext.W23 

30.11.2013 

Xerox copy of the order of the Appellate Authority rejecting the appeal 

Ext.W24 

xxxx 

Prosecution Exhibits marked in the enquiry 

Ext.W25 

xxxx 

Defence Exhibits marked in the enquiry 

On the Management’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

19.02.2004 

Charge Memo to the petitioner - Dis/Con/410 

Ext.M2 

17.04.2004 

Explanation of the petitioner 

Ext.M3 

18.05.2004 

Punishment of censure to petitioner - Dis/Con/89 24.11.2009 

Ext.M4 

31.01.2005 

Charge Memo issued to petitioner - Try/Dis/Con/412 

Ext.M5 

22.02.2005 

Explanation of petitioner to the Show Cause Notice dated 31.01.2005 

Ext.M6 

21.05.2005 

Punishment awarded to petitioner - stoppage of increment for a period of 
6 months-ZO/TRY/DIS/CON/128 

Ext.M7 

2009 

Copy of Leave Record of Petitioner for the period 2009-PEX-26 

Ext.M8 

24.02.2012 

Prosecution brief submitted by the Presenting Officer to the Enquiry Officer and 
with a list of prosecution exhibits marked in the enquiry 


18 2017 
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New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1320. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 9/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12025/01/2017-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30 th December, 2016 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 





[*nr 3(ii) ] 


qRcl TRqq : qf 27, 2017A?te 6, 1939 


3141 


Industrial Dispute No. 9/2016 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause fd) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of State Bank of India and Another and their 
workman] 

BETWEEN : 

Sri A. Ramamoorthi : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Dy. General Manager (B&O) : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

Appellate Authority 

State Bank of India 

Human Resources Section, Network-II 
Administrative Office, Madurai Cluster 
Maduram Complex 
No. 2, Dr. Ambedkar Road 
Madurai-625002 

2. The Regional Manager (RBOIV) : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

Disciplinary Authority, State Bank of India 

Madurai-625002 

AWARD 

This is an Industrial Dispute taken for adjudication on the file under Sub-Section 2A of Section-10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (as amended by Act-24 of 2010 w.e.f. 15.09.2010). 

1. The averments in the Claim Statement in brief are as below : 

The petitioner joined the services of the Respondent Bank on 17.11.1988. He had been working as Special 
Assistant in Thallakulam Branch of the Respondent Bank. On 11.01.2014 he came to the administrative office of Bank 
of Madura to make enquiry regarding the non-distribution of the Special Allowance due to him and regarding the 
discriminatory treatment in transferring him to another branch. He came to know that Rajendran was in the room of 
Deputy Manager. Rajendran informed him that the Chief Manager (Personnel & HR) had asked him to wait for a letter 
and only after getting the letter he can go home. The petitioner and Mylerinathan waited outside. The Officers of the 
Respondent Bank requested the petitioner and Mylerinathan to stay alongwith Rajendran as he was on fast in 
connection with a festival. The Respondent Bank had issued a Charge Memo containing six charges to the petitioner on 
21.03.2014. As per the Charge Memo the petitioner had participated in sit in Dharna alongwith Rajendran and 
Mylerinathan within the premises of Administrative Office, Madurai from 02.30 PM on 11.01.2014 to 11:00 AM on the 
next day. It is also alleged in the Charge Memo that the Officers had instructed the petitioner and other participants of 
the Dharna to leave the premises but they continued to hold sit in Dharna forcing the officials to be held up in the office 
premises till 11:00 AM on the next day. It is also alleged that the petitioner demanded Attendance Register to enable 
Rajendran to sign the same and also demanded modification in the letter given to Rajendran and this resulted in 
retention of officials in the Bank till the next day. It is also alleged that the incident was published by the newspapers 
and telecast by a Television Channel causing loss of image and reputation to Bank. The petitioner is also alleged to 
have brought outsiders to the premises of Administrative Office and forced the Bank authorities to the requirement of 
permitting Rajendran to rejoin duty in the Administrative Office at Madurai. The Charge Memo states that the 
petitioner has committed misconduct under Paragraphs 5(C), 5 (D), 5(E), 5 (J) and 5(L) of the settlement dated 
10.04.2002. The petitioner gave explanation to the Charge Memo denying the charges. This was not accepted and an 
enquiry was conducted against the petitioner. The Enquiry Officer held that all the six charges are proved. The 
Second Respondent dismissed the petitioner from service by order dated 09.05.2015, on the basis of the report of the 
Enquiry Officer. The Appeal filed by the petitioner was rejected. The petitioner had not committed any of the 
misconducts alleged. Rajendran, Senior Assistant working in the Administrative Office, Madurai was transferred to 
Lady Dock College Branch. Rajendran approached the Hon’ble High Court questioning the order of transfer and 
obtained an interim order to maintain status-quo. On 11.01.2014 Rajendran had approached the Bank to join duty on the 
basis of the order of the High Court. However, he was prevented from signing the Attendance Register. The petitioner 
had gone to the Administrative Unit of the Respondent Bank at Madurai for his personal purpose. The issue regarding 
Rajendran was being considered by the Office and the Deputy General Manager and the Chief Manager (HR) requested 
the petitioner to remain in the Administrative Unit to take care of Rajendran as he was weak owing to the fast he was 
undergoing. The petitioner did not participate in the issue in any manner. There was no Dharna as alleged in the Charge 
Memo and so there was no question of the petitioner participating in the Dharna. The petitioner had not committed any 
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of the misconducts alleged. The enquiry was not conducted in a fair and proper manner. The dismissal of the petitioner 
from service is illegal and unjust. An order may be passed setting aside the order of dismissal of the petitioner and 
directing the Respondent to reinstate the petitioner with full backwages, continuity of service and attendant benefits. 

2. The Respondents have filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The Respondent Bank is having an Administrative Office at Ambedkar Road, Madurai. K. Rajendran who was 
working as Senior Assistant in the Administrative Office was transferred to a nearby branch situated at Lady Dock 
College, Madurai. On 11.01.2014 by 02:30 PM he, alongwith Mylerinathan and the petitioner indulged in unauthorized 
sit-in Dharna which lasted till 11:00 AM on 12.01.2014. Though the Chief Manager (HR) and other officials of the 
Administrative Office instructed the petitioner and the other two employees to leave the place and not indulge in 
disorderly conduct, they continued to hold sit-in Dharna in Office. During the Dharna the petitioner demanded 
production of Attendance Register relating to Administrative Office from the officials so as to enable Rajendran to sign 
the register. When Rajendran sought for some clarification in the order of transfer and it was furnished to him the 
petitioner pressurized and demanded modification in the written clarification. This resulted in the detention of officials 
in the office premises from 02:30 PM on 11.01.2014 to the next day. The officials had to lodge a criminal complaint 
with the Police authorities. These incidents were published in the Tamil Newspaper Dinamalar. A private television 
channel also aired the incident. This caused loss of image and reputation to the Bank. On 12.01.2014 the petitioner 
arranged to bring outsiders to the Administrative Office and abetted them to force the bank authorities to permit 
Rajendran to rejoin duty at the Administrative Office. A Charge Sheet was issued to the petitioner in respect of the 
misconducts committed by him. As the explanation submitted by him was not satisfactory, a domestic enquiry was 
conducted. The enquiry was conducted in a fair and proper manner. The Enquiry Officer submitted report holding that 
the petitioner was guilty of all the charges leveled against him. The petitioner’s submissions were sought on the enquiry 
report. This having been found unsatisfactory he was dismissed from service by order dated 07.08.2015. The appeal 
filed against this order was also dismissed. The petitioner’s version of the incident narrated in the Claim Statement is 
not true. The grave misconducts committed by the petitioner warrant punishment of dismissal from service. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

3. Though the petitioner has contended in the Claim Statement that enquiry in the departmental proceedings had 
not been conducted in a fair and proper manner, subsequently, the counsel for the petitioner has given up this 
contention and has made endorsement to the effect that the challenge on the fairness of enquiry is not pressed. So there 
is no necessity to consider this contention by this Tribunal. 

4. The evidence in the case consists of documents marked as Ext.Wl to Ext.W4 and Ext.Ml to Ext.M12. No oral 
evidence was adduced by either side. 

5. The points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondents in dismissing the petitioner from service is justified? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

6. The petitioner had been working as Special Assistant in Thallakulam Branch of the State Bank of India. He was 
under orders of transfer to Natham Branch when the incident relating to the issue of the Charge Memo occurred. 

7. The incident mainly relates to one K. Rajendran who was working in the Administrative Office at Madurai. On 
11.01.2014 Rajendran had reached the Administrative Office armed with an interim order to maintain status-quo 
obtained from the Hon’ble High Court against his transfer. It is alleged that Rajendran had demanded to permit him to 
sign attendance register or a letter from the Administrative Office and had repeatedly demanded modification of the 
letter and this has resulted in the retention of the Officers on 11.01.2014 which was a Saturday beyond the Office hour 
of 02:30 PM and lasted till morning of the next day. The allegation seems to be that Rajendran, one Mylerinathan and 
also the petitioner held a sit-in Dharna in the Administrative Office to pressurize the officials to obtain the letter in the 
manner in which they wanted it and in the meanwhile brought persons from outside to office and used them also to 
pressurize officials and the incident was published by newspapers and telecasted by television channel resulting in loss 
of reputation to the Bank. 

8. The alleged incident was split and shown as six charges against the petitioner. Ext.Ml is the copy of the Charge 
Sheet issued to the petitioner on 21.03.2014. Ext.M2 is the explanation submitted by him to the charges on 11.04.2014. 
This was not accepted and a domestic enquiry was conducted against the petitioner. All the six charges narrated in the 
Charge Sheet were found against the petitioner by the Enquiry Officer consequent to which he was dismissed from 
service. 

9. The petitioner has not denied his presence in the Administrative Office alongwith Rajendran on the day in 
question. His explanation for his presence is that he himself had come to the Administrative Office to enquire about his 
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own transfer and also about the Special Allowance due to him. It was only from the Administrative Office he happened 
to know about the presence of Rajendran in the Administrative Office and his attempt to join duty in the office on the 
basis of High Court order. According to the petitioner when there was delay in the office issuing a letter to Rajndran the 
Officers themselves asked the petitioner to be with Rajendran so as to take care of him as he was weak on account of 
the fast undertaken by him on the particular day which was a festival day. 

10. In the domestic enquiry the Management had examined 10 witnesses, all officers and other employees of the 
Bank. The statement of these witnesses recorded during investigation were marked during the examination. The 
petitioner had examined Rajendran as his witness. 

11. It is necessary to examine the evidence given by the witnesses before the Enquiry Officer to find out what 
actually transpired on the day in question. Kumaravelu, CM (GB) has given a statement regarding the incident and this 
is marked as PX4. As per the statement of this witness Rajendran had approached him on 11.01.2014 and had requested 
to cancel his leave on that day and allow him to report for duty. Rajendran has also given a copy of the Stay Order 
obtained from the High Court. This has happened in the morning. He has further stated that by 02:30 PM Rajendran had 
entered his room accompanied by two persons and they were sitting in his room for half an hour. He does not refer to 
the petitioner by name in the statement. During his examination he has named the petitioner and Mylerinathan as the 
persons who had accompanied Rajendran when Rajendran met him at 02:30 PM. Since the case of the petitioner is that 
he left the office for his personal matter this witness was specifically asked if the petitioner had told him that he had 
come on account of his personal matter and the witness has replied that the petitioner had not told him so. He further 
stated during his examination that he had to sit in the office until 0800 PM on the day as the petitioner, alongwith two 
others were sitting outside the cabin of DGM. During cross-examination this witness stated that he does not remember 
if the petitioner and Rajendran were in the cabin of DGM on the day. He stated that he was in duty in the office till 
0800 PM. 

12. Shanmugham, the Chief Manager (HR) was in the office from the morning and was there throughout till the next 
day when Rajendran, the petitioner and their colleague left. PEX-2 is the statement given by him and marked through 
him. He has spoken about the incident from 10:30 in the morning onwards. He has stated that the DGM had told him 
about the letters that were given to him by Rajendran alongwith the copy of the order of the High Court. He has stated 
in the statement that alongwith Rajendran, the petitioner and Mylerinathan were part of the sit-in Dharna in the office. 
While describing the details he has stated that he was told by the Security Officer at around 04:00 PM that the petitioner 
and Mylerinathan also were sitting at the entrance of the DGM’s cabin. He has further stated that when Rajendran 
refused to accept the letter that was given he had requested the petitioner and Mylerinathan to convince Rajendran to 
accept the letter but instead of doing this they have also requested him to give letter to Rajendran in the manner he 
wanted it. He has stated about the complaint given by the Bank when the matter prolonged, coming of the outsiders 
inside the premises, video graphing of the incidents by the channels etc. During his examination also he has stated that 
the petitioner and Mylerinathan also participated in the sit-in Dharna and the demand was to sign the Attendance 
Register of 11.01.2014 or a letter to be given. He further stated that the letter was modified four times as insisted by 
Rajendran. He has also stated that when persuasions failed himself and DGM have asked Rajendran, the petitioner and 
Mylerinathan to leave the office. He has also stated that the petitioner had not told him that he had come to the office 
only for his personal work. He then stated that he was held up at the office on the next day till 11:30 AM on account of 
sit-in Dharna by the three employees. Dining cross-examination this witness has stated that even though the petitioner 
and the other two were repeatedly requested to leave the premises they stayed back and this itself is staging Dharna. 
During cross-examination also he had stated that he had requested the petitioner to convince Rajendran to accept the 
letter that was given to him. 

13. Mahalingam who is the Deputy Manager at the Administrative Office was at the office from morning onwards. 
His statement is marked as PEX-6 in the enquiry proceedings. He has stated about Rajendran approaching him and 
meeting him in the morning. Then he has stated that by 02:00 PM he has come alongwith petitioner and Mylerinathan 
to his room and wanted to meet the DGM. The DGM had left for lunch and they came back at 03:30 PM. Rajendran 
wanted to permit him to mark his attendance in the register or to give him a letter. He has further stated that the DGM 
came back by 04:30 PM and had asked Rajendran and the other to leave the premises. However, they refused to leave. 
Mahalingam also requested them to leave his room as he wanted to lock the room. But they refused to leave the office. 
Rajendran told him that he would wait till a solution is reached. All the three were waiting in his room till 09:30 PM. 
The petitioner and Mylerinathan have taken the food that was arranged by the Bank. Rajendran is stated to have been 
on fast. When the DGM called them the three went out of Mahalingam’s room and then he locked the room. However, 
he remained at the office till 04:00 AM on the next day. During his examination he has asserted the facts in the 
statement. During his cross-examination he stated that he saw the petitioner for the first time when he came alongwith 
Rajendran by 02:00 PM on 11.01.2014. He further stated that he did not know for what purpose the petitioner had come 
but he had wanted to meet DGM. However, the petitioner did not make any demand to him. He further stated that he 
had to remain at the office because of the act of the petitioner. 
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14. Chidambara Jeevanandham, Manager (PB) and was working as Deputy Manager (OAD) at the time and his 
statement is marked as PEX-5. He has stated that Rajendran had reported to him by 11:00 AM on 11.01.2014 alongwith 
Mylerinathan. He was in the office till 03:15 PM on the day only. He has not stated anything about the presence of the 
petitioner in the office, in his statement. There is no reference to the petitioner dining his examination also. To a 
pointed question during cross-examination he has stated that he did not see the petitioner at all on the day. Later he had 
stated that he had seen the petitioner and two others sitting in the room near the cabin of DGM by 03:30 PM on the day. 
So it seems that though there was no meeting of himself and the petitioner on the day he had seen the petitioner 
alongwith the other two. 

15. Karthikeyan Venkatesan, Manager (HR) had given statement which is marked as PEX-3 in the enquiry 
proceedings. As per the statement on 11.01.2014 the Chief Manager had informed him that Rajendran, petitioner and 
Mylerinathan have refused to leave the office until Rajendran is permitted to sign the Attendance Register or receive a 
letter to that effect. He has stated that Rajendran was given a letter but he has disputed the contents of the letter and 
wanted modification and negotiation was held with him till 11:30 PM and this failed. Consequently, Rajendran was 
requested to leave the office alongwith others but they have refused to do so and even asked to lodge a Police 
Complaint. The three have remained in the office premises till 11:00 AM on 12.01.2014, until Rajendran received a 
letter in the manner he wanted it. During his examination this witness has stated that the petitioner and two others held 
sit-in Dharna with the demand that Rajendran should be permitted to sign the Attendance Register or given a letter by 
DGM as per their terms. He further stated that in spite of persuasion they refused to leave the office. During his cross- 
examination this witness has stated that the petitioner did not make any demand to him while the three were with him. 

16. Senthil Kumar was the District Coordinator of the Bank and was present at the office on the day in question. His 
written statement is marked as PEX.7. His evidence is regarding what transpired on the day from 0700 PM. In his 
statement he has stated that the Manager (HR) had asked him to wait at the Bank premises at 0700 PM and at that time 
the petitioner, Rajendran and Mylerinathan have been discussing about a letter which has been served to Rajendran. 
He has further stated that Rajendran had read the letter and refused to accept the letter and made a demand to alter the 
letter and consequently some change was made in the contents of the letter and was served to him but he refused to 
accept this also and thus change had to be made to the letter on 3 or 4 occasions. Implicating the petitioner he has 
stated that Rajendran and his friends have refused to leave the premises until their demand was met. According to this 
witness he was able to leave the office only at midnight on account of the incident. Though there is no reference to a 
sit-in Dharna in Ext.P7 statement, during his examination, to a leading question put by the Presenting Officer he stated 
that the petitioner and Mylerinathan participated in the sit-in Dharna alongwith Rajendran. This witness further stated 
that the DGM and Others have advised Rajendran and his two accomplices to leave the office at 11:30 PM but they had 
failed to do so. He has stated during his cross-examination that he has remained in the office as the Manager (HR) and 
the Deputy Manager (OAD) had asked him to witness the occurrence. 

17. Sajith Rrishnan was Manager (Security) in the Administrative Office at the time. His statement is marked as 
Ext.PEX-1. He has stated that the three persons including the petitioner were found sitting in the lobby of DGM’s office 
from 02:30 PM on 11.01.2014 and were not willing to move out. He has further stated that several Officers including 
himself had persuaded them to leave the office but they were not willing to do so. He had also stated about the Police 
Complaint made at the odd hours and the effort of the Police Party also to persuade the three to leave the office. 
Ultimately, only when Rajendran received a letter to his liking the three including the petitioner left the premises on the 
next day, he has stated. He has asserted his version in the statement during his examination also. 

18. Gunasekaran and Kasimani are Armed Guards. Their statements are marked as PEX-10 and PEX-9 
respectively. Gunasekaran was called for duty on the night of 11.01.2014. He has reported for duty by 05:00 AM on 
12.01.2014. He was asked not to permit anyone to enter the Administrative Office. He has spoken about the gathering 
in front of the office gate on the morning of 12.01.2014. The Police Officers had reached the office premises by 09:00 
AM on the day. He had merely seen the petitioner and two others leaving the premises by 11:00 AM on 12.01.2014. He 
has not spoken anything about what transpired inside the office. 

19. Kasimani who was on duty on 11.01.2014 had left the office at 0600 PM on the day. He was called back at 0800 
PM and had reported for duty again. He had seen the petitioner and the other two inside the office. He had also stated 
that the Police Officer who came at 11:00 PM had asked the petitioner and others to go out but Rajendran had told him 
that it is matter between the Manager and themselves and it will be resolved among themselves. Kasimani was in the 
office till 0700 AM on the next day. He has stated that the petitioner and two others were still in the office when he left 
the office. 

20. Rajendran has been examined as witness for the petitioner in the enquiry proceedings. He has stated in his 
examination that his transfer from the Administrative Office was not a proper one and he had approached the Hon’ble 
High Court and had obtained an order of status quo and had reached the Zonal Office on 11.01.2014 to join duty. He 
was not permitted to sign the Attendance Register though he was allowed to occupy his seat. According to him the 
petitioner had come to him by 12:00 or 1230 on the day. He was fasting till night on the day and because of this the 
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DGM had asked the petitioner to take care of him. His case is that it was only to take care of him the petitioner had 
remained in the office on the day. 

21. Is the evidence available sufficient to establish the case of the Management and prove the charges in Ex.Ml? It 
is nobody’s case that the petitioner has been in the office premises from morning onwards. The admitted case is that 
Rajendran and his colleague Mylerinathan had reached the office in the morning itself and made a request to allow him 
to join duty and sign the Attendance Register. The petitioner had reached the premises only by noon. Even as per the 
evidence given by Rajendran examined on behalf of the petitioner he had reached there by 12:00 Noon. None of the 
Management witnesses have stated anything about seeing the petitioner alongwith Rajendran and Mylerinathan in the 
morning itself. On the other hand the case is that the Dharna in the office premises by Rajendran and his two 
accomplices including the petitioner started at 02:30 PM. So when Rajendran had been approaching the higher officials 
in the office with a request to permit him to join duty the petitioner was not there and the petitioner could not be 
considered as a accomplice or to have anything to do with this in the morning. It is very much clear that the petitioner 
had nothing to do with the decision of Rajendran to go to the office and join duty on the basis of the status-quo order 
obtained from the High Court. 

22. The case of he petitioner given in his explanations and narrated in the Claim Statement is that he had gone to the 
Administrative Office with his personal problems. However, the witnesses examined on behalf of the Management has 
denied the case of the petitioner that he has advanced any of his personal matters before any of them. They have 
specifically stated that the petitioner did not tell them anything about his personal problems. 

23. It is an admitted fact that at least from 02:30 PM the petitioner was with Rajendran and with his colleague. 
According to the petitioner one of the superior Officer had instructed him to be with Rajendran at the office since 
Rajendran had been on fast on the day and they were afraid of his health on account of the fast. The case in the 
Claim Statement is that though the petitioner was with Rajendran throughout from noon on 11.01.2014 to 11:00 AM on 
the next day until the problem was solved he had nothing to do with the affair of Rajendran but he kept company with 
Rajendran only because of the instruction given by one of his superior Officers. However, the petitioner himself did not 
give evidence to advance this case. Other than Rajendran examined on behalf of the petitioner no one has stated about 
the so-called instruction given to the petitioner. It is unlikely that the bank officials had given such an instruction to the 
petitioner at all. Even according to the petitioner he had nothing to do with the decision of Rajendran to join duty on the 
day and persuade the Officers to permit him to sign the Attendance Register or to give a letter on the basis of the order 
of the High Court. Rajendran himself had come to the Office to join duty in spite of the fast and should have been very 
much capable of taking care of himself. In any case his colleague by name Mylerinathan was alongwith Rajendran from 
morning itself. So there was no necessity for another companion to take care of Rajendran or to assist him. Even 
assuming that the petitioner reached the premises on his personal affairs he had kept company with Rajendran after he 
came to know about the decision of Rajendran to join duty on the day. 

24. However, the fact that the petitioner was with Rajendran all along does not mean all the misconducts attributed 
to him as per the Charge Sheet were committed by him. As stated the incident had been split into several and six 
charges have been leveled against the petitioner. Charges 3 to 6 can be dealt with first. 

25. Charge No. 3 is that during participation in the sit-in Dharna the petitioner in a disorderly and indecent manner 
demanded production of Attendance Register relating to Office Administration Section from the officials in order to 
enable Rajendran to sign the same by deliberately misinterpreting the order of the High Court and thus he made a false 
statement and also abetted the other staff members present in the Dharna to engage forcefully against the officials 
present. It is not clear from the charge whether the misconduct committed is that he made a false statement or whether 
he demanded production of Attendance Register also. So far as the charge that the petitioner demanded production of 
Attendance Register from the officials is concerned, none of the witnesses had stated that the petitioner in person made 
any such demand. The case in the statements of the witnesses and their evidence also is that demand was made by 
Rajendran to allow him to sign the Attendance Register or to give him a letter on the basis of the High Court order. So 
far as the charge of making a false statement is concerned, it could not be deciphered what is the false statement that 
was made. Rajendran had given a copy of the High Court order to the concerned officials and his demand was to allow 
him to join duty on the basis of the order. Rajendran seems to have interpreted the interim order to maintain status quo 
by the High Court as an order permitting him to join duty. Whether this was correct or not was a matter for 
interpretation and it was because the officials have interpreted it in such a way as not to allow Rajendran to sign the 
Attendance Register he was not permitted to do so. There was no question of making a false statement in this respect. 
Apart from that none of the witnesses have stated that the petitioner had given an interpretation which is a 
misinterpretation to the officials. 

26. The fourth charge is that when a written clarification was demanded by Rajendran relating to his transfer the 
petitioner alongwith Mylerinathan pressurized and repeatedly demanded modification in the written clarification 
provided to Rajendran resulting in detention of officials of the Bank in the office premise for an indefinite period on a 
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half working day followed by weekly holiday resulting in harassment and mental agony to the officials. None of the 
witnesses have stated that the petitioner in person pressurized the officials to modify the letter. No doubt the petitioner 
was all along with Rajendran when he was asking the officials to have the letter modified in the manner in which he 
wanted it. But the petitioner himself did not make any such demand. On the other hand, the evidence of two of the 
Management witnesses is that they made a request to the petitioner to persuade Rajendran to accept the letter given to 
him. They have of course stated that the petitioner did not do so. However, the petitioner rather than being with 
Rajendran does not seem to have made any personal demand to the officials to have the letter modified. 

27. The fifth charge is that the petitioner forced the bank authorities to lodge a criminal complaint with the Police 
authorities on 12.01.2014 and the incidents portrayed the image of the bank poorly in the eyes of the general public and 
the customers and found coverage in the newspapers and also in the TV channels and this has caused loss of image and 
reputation to the Bank. A criminal complaint seems to have been filed by the bank authorities regarding the incident. 
One of the witnesses have even stated that Rajendran was asking them to lodge a complaint when they were persuading 
him to leave the office premises. However, there is no case for any of the witnesses that the petitioner is in any way 
instrumental in lodging a criminal complaint. Even assuming that such a complaint was lodged at the instance of 
Rajendran the petitioner could not be responsible for the coverage of the incident by the newspaper or the TV channels. 
So there is no basis for the charge that the petitioner is responsible for the loss of image and reputation to the bank also. 

28. The last charge is that the petitioner arranged to bring outsiders to the premises of the Administrative Office on 
12.01.2014 and abetted those outsiders to force the bank authorities to agree to the requirement of permitting Rajendran 
to rejoin duty. There is no basis for this charge against the petitioner also. None of the witnesses have stated that the 
petitioner is responsible for bringing outsiders to the bank premises. There is no evidence to show that the petitioner 
contacted anybody or summoned anybody to the office premises during the incident. Of course it is there in evidence 
that on the morning of 12.01.2014 outsiders have reached the premises. However, there is no evidence of its having 
been at the instance of the petitioner. On the other hand the available evidence would show that Rajendran was 
contracting others through mobile phone during the incident. He had requested for a Doctor stating that he is ill and this 
was arranged. Alongwith the doctor a lawyer who was her husband also had come to the place. Others also had reached 
the place, as could be seen from the statements. Karthikeya Venketesan, one of the witnesses of the Management has 
stated in his statement that in the morning of 12.01.2014 around 20 people were found shouting and arguing with the 
guards and the Security Officer outside the entrance. It is also stated that those people went away after Rajendran 
spoke to them. 

29. A copy of bulletin published by State Bank of India SC/Tribes Employees Welfare Association has been 
produced by the Management in the enquiry proceedings. A translation of the bulletin which is in Tamil has been 
provided. The bulletin claims the act of Rajendran in getting a letter from the Management as he required as a great 
victory of the Association. In this bulletin there is reference to Rajendran contacting the General Secretary of the 
Association before 09:00 PM on 11.01.2014. The bulletin refers to all the arrangements that were made by the 
Association during the incident. There is no reference to the petitioner at all in the bulletin. The entire doing of the day 
is associated with Rajendran only. It seems to have been at the request of Rajendran people have gathered outside the 
premises on 12.01.2014. The petitioner could not be made responsible for the presence of outsiders outside the office 
premises on 12.01.2014. 

30. Charges 1 and 2 can be considered together. The first charge is that while the petitioner was availing joining 
time on account of his transfer he participated in an unauthorized sit-in Dharna alongwith Rajendran and Mylerinathan 
from 02:30 PM on 11.01.2014 to around 11:00 on 12.01.2014 and acted in a manner prejudicial to the interests of the 
Bank. The second charge is that when the officials team led by the Chief Manager instructed the petitioner and other 
participants in the sit-in Dharna to leave the premises of Administrative Office, he continued to hold sit-in Dharna even 
beyond 23:30 hrs. on 11.01.2014 and forced the officials to be held up in the official premises throughout the night of 
11.01.2014 and till 11:00 AM on 12.01.2014 and by this showed dissent against the superiors and also disobeyed the 
lawful and reasonable orders of the Management. 

31. Was there a sit-in Dharna as alleged in the Charge Sheet? What is the evidence available in this respect? In his 
statement marked as PEX-1 Sajith Krishnan does not mention about the sit-in Dharna. What he has stated is that even 
after the office hours the three employees including the petitioner were not willing to move out from the lobby. He has 
also stated that the efforts to convince the three people started in the evening and continued till the next day. During his 
examination what he has stated is that the three were sitting in DGM’s lobby even after office hours and the officials 
were trying to convince them to leave the office. Witness Shanmugham has stated in his statement marked as PEX-2 
that the petitioner was part of sit-in Dharna. However, what is seen from the statement of this witness itself is that the 
petitioner and the other two were moving from place to place inside the office either on their own or at the instance of 
the superior Officers. Rajendran was frequently going outside and talking over his mobile phone. While Rajendran was 
speaking with this witness the petitioner and Mylerinathan were standing at the western side of the wall in the cabin. 
Rajendran himself was sitting before him. As per PEX-3, the statement given by Karthikeya Venkatesan there is no 
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reference to a Dharna by the petitioner and others. What he has stated is that while himself and others were preparing 
to leave the office Rajendran the petitioner and the other were sitting in the DGM Secretariat. However, during his 
examination when a leading question was put to him he has stated that Dharna was held by Rajendran alongwith the 
petitioner and another. As seen from PEX-4 the statement given by Kumaravelu, Rajendran had approached him by 
10:30 AM or 11:00 AM. Rajendran tried to give a letter to Kumaravelu but he was informed that the matter does not 
come under his duties. He has left the cabin and he had come back by 02:30 PM accompanied by two persons. The 
three had been sitting in his office for half an hour. When he went out for lunch they also left. Later he had seen 
them sitting outside DGM’s room. As could be seen in PEX-5 the statement given by Chidambara Jeevanandham, 
Rajendran was sitting in his own seat upto the lunch time. He does not state what happened subsequently. As seen 
from PEX-6 given by Mahalingam, the Deputy Manager Rajendran accompanied by the petitioner and Mylerinathan 
had approached by 02:00 PM requesting to meet the DGM. Since DGM was not available the three went away and 
came back by 03:30 PM to his room. When DGM came back by 04:30 PM he asked the three to leave the office. He 
has further stated in his statement though the petitioner and another had been accompanying Rajendran the two did 
not speak anything. But they were waiting in his room till 09:30 PM. The HR Section Officers had arranged dinner 
for all including the petitioner and Mylerinathan. When the Deputy Manager told the three that he wanted to lock his 
room they left the room. Witnesses Senthil Kumar and Samiuddeen Hussain also do not refer to Dharna in their 
respective statements. 

32. What could be seen from the statements and evidence is that on the basis of demand of Rajendran to permit him 
to sign the Attendance Register or to deliver a letter to him based on the High Court order hectic negotiations were 
being held between Rajendran and the Officers and they were trying to solve the problem. A Dharna in its strict sense 
does not seem to have occurred in the office on the day. On the other hand, there seems to have been persuasion on the 
part of the Rajendran to convince the Officers about his right to join duty and the attempt of the Officers to convince 
him otherwise. 

33. As per Charge No. 2 even though the petitioner and the other two were instructed to leave the premises of the 
Administrative Office they remained there even beyond 23:30 PM on 11.01.2014 and forced the officials to be held up 
in the office premises throughout the night and showed dissent against the superiors and also disobeyed the reasonable 
orders of the Management. In could be seen on going through the evidence that the Officers have been trying to send 
away Rajendran and his two colleagues out of the office even at the earliest. It is there in evidence that in spite of the 
requests and persuasion of the Officers they remained inside the office causing difficulty to the Officers and forcing 
them to stay inside the office. It was only because the three remained in the office several of the Officers had to remain 
inside the office in their attempt to solve the problem even during odd hours and when the attempt failed were forced to 
call the Police and later make a formal complaint at the instance of the Police. 

34. The evidence and statement given by most of the witnesses would reveal that the petitioner and the other two 
continued to remain inside the office in spite of the direction to leave the office. In PEX-1 Sajith Krishnan the Security 
Officer had stated that he has tried to convince the petitioner and others to leave the Administrative Office building but 
they were not obliging. According to him when the Police came they also requested them to vacate the building but 
they have refused. Still another attempt was made by the Police officials after a formal complaint was lodged by the 
Management. Yet it was only refusal on the part of the three including the petitioner. As per PEX-2, Shanmugham 
Chief Manager (HR) had told Rajendran to receive the letter given by him under protest and had asked them to vacate 
the premises latest by 11:30 PM. He has also stated about the Police persuading the petitioner and the other two to 
leave the premises and their refusal to do so. He has stated about this during his examination also. As per PEX-3 
Karthikeya Venkatesan has stated that he had heard the DGM asking the petitioner and others to leave the premises and 
the Police also advising them to leave but they have refused. Ext.PEX-6 given by Mahalingam, PEX-7 given by Senthil 
Kumar and PEX-8 given by Samiuddeen Hussain also stated that the petitioners and others were asked to leave the 
premises, but they have not obliged. Thus it is very much apparent from the evidence as well as statements marked 
through the witnesses that efforts were made by Officers to persuade the petitioner and two others to leave the office 
premises. In spite of that they have remained in the office. The petitioner was staying with Rajendran in his attempt to 
persuade the officials to give a letter to him as suited him. 

35. Saturday was a half working day and the Officers were expected to leave by 02:30 PM. Most of them had to 
remain inside the office since the petitioner and the other two refused to leave the premises. During cross-examination 
some of the witnesses have stated that neither the petitioner nor the other two prevented them from leaving the office. 
On the basis of this it has been argued by the counsel for the petitioner that the charge that the officials were forced to 
remain inside the office will not lie. This argument certainly cannot be accepted. The officials had to remain inside the 
office premises at the odd hours only because the petitioner and the other two remained inside the office even after the 
office hours. In the normal course the three should have waited till the next working day to have the grievance of 
Rajendran, if any settled. Rather than doing this they continued to remain in the office persuading the officials to solve 
the problem beyond office hours and at odd hours. So the charge that the petitioner and others refused to leave the 
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office premises in spite of the request and disobeyed the lawful and reasonable orders of the Management is certainly 
established. 

36. The copy of the CCTV recording at the Administrative Officer on 11.01.2014 and 12.01.2014 had been 
produced by the petitioner stating that this was marked in the enquiry proceedings. However, the proceedings does not 
show any CD having been marked. In any case what is revealed from the CCTV recording is very vague and does not 
indicate anything except that a few persons are moving in and around. This will not serve any purpose. 

37. On going through the Enquiry Officer’s report it could be seen that the finding entered by him is not on the basis 
of any reasoning. He has merely quoted the written arguments of either side and stated that each of the charges are 
proved. He does not seem to have made any attempt to analyze the evidence and find out if the charges are established. 
He has not made a scrutiny of the evidence at all. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to the decision of the 
Apex Court in GENERAL MANAGER, PUNJAB AND SIND BANK AND OTHERS VS. DAY A SINGH reported in 
2010 11 SCC 233 to argue for the proposition that the finding of the Enquiry Officer need not be like a judgment in a 
Court of Law. The Apex Court has observed in this that the enquiry report by a Bank Officer need not be written in the 
manner in which a Judicial Officer would write it. The counsel for the Respondent had been trying to justify the report 
of the Enquiry Officer on the basis of this observation. However, the Apex Court in the same judgment has stated that 
the order should be sufficiently clear and should contain the reasons in justification of the conclusion arrived at. What is 
wrong with the report of the Enquiry Officer is not that it is not written in the manner of a judgment but it does not 
contain any reasoning in support of his finding. Even earlier in the decision in ANIL KUMAR VS. PRESIDING 
OFFICER AND OTHERS reported in 1985 3 SCC 378 the Apex Court has laid down that the report of the Enquiry 
Officer should contain reasons for the findings. He should apply his mind to the evidence before entering his finding. 
What is lacking in the report in this case is application of mind on the evidence available. 

38. The counsel for the petitioner has argued that it is a case of victimization and the petitioner should be totally 
absolved of all the charges against him. From the evidence it could be seen that it is not a case of victimization. It is the 
admitted case that the petitioner as well as the other two were inside the office beyond office hours on 11.01.2014 and 
had remained at the office until 11:00 AM on the next day forcing the Officers to remain inside the office. The charge 
based on this certainly could not be termed as victimization. 

39. Punishment is due to the petitioner for the charge proved against him. The counsel for the Respondent has 
argued that in cases where there is breach of discipline an employee is not entitled to any concession. He has 
referred to the decision of the Apex Court in L.K. VERM A VS. HMT LIMITED AND ANOTHER reported in 2006 1 
LLJ 1074 and also the decision in USHA BRECO MAZDOOR SANGH VS. MANAGEMENT OF USHA BRECO 
LIMITED AND ANOTHER reported in 2008 5 SCC 554 in this respect. In both cases the Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
reminded of the necessity of the employees to maintain discipline and devotion to duty and the necessity to impose 
sufficient punishment in case of breach of discipline. Those two were cases are where punishment of dismissal from 
service were imposed on the concerned employees. However, on going through the decisions it could be seen that the 
charges leveled against those employees were very severe including using abusive language, manhandling, etc. 

40. So far as the present case is concerned the proven charge is that the petitioner refused to leave the office in spite 
of request forcing the officials to remain at the office beyond office hours. The proved charge is of lesser gravity when 
compared to the charges in the decisions referred to above. Apart from this is the fact the petitioner was only a silent 
partner of his colleague Rajendran and had not done anything on his own except refusing to leave the premises. There is 
also the fact that the petitioner had served the Respondent establishment dutifully for several years and there is no 
history of previous misconduct against him. In the circumstance a lesser punishment would be sufficient for the 
petitioner rather than the punishment of dismissal from service. The punishment of bringing down to lower stage in the 
scale of pay would be sufficient 

41. In view of my discussion above, an Award is passed as below: 

The punishment of dismissal from service on the petitioner is set aside. 

The petitioner shall be reinstated in service within two months of publication of the Award. 

The petitioner is brought down to the next lower stage in the scale of pay. 

The pay due to the petitioner in the lower stage from 09.05.2015 shall be paid to him within two months of 

publication of the Award. In default it will carry interest at the rate of 7.5% per annum from the date of the 

Award. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30 th December, 2016) 


K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2 nd Party/l st and 2 nd Management : None 

Documents Marked : 

On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext. W1 

24.02.2014 

Show Cause notice issued by the Respondent Bank 

Ext.W2 

11.03.2014 

Explanation to the Show Cause Notice 

Ext.W3 

19.12.2014 

Brief submitted by the petitioner’s Defence Representative to the Enquiry 
Officer 

Ext.W4 

27.04.2015 

Written Statement given in the personal hearing 

On the Management’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

21.03.2014 

Copy of Charge Sheet issued to petitioner 

Ext. M2 

11.04.2014 

Explanation submitted by Petitioner 

Ext.M3 

02.06.2014 

To 

09.09.2014 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ext.M4 

21.07.2014 

List of 15 documents filed by Management Representative in the enquiry held 
against the petitioner 

Ext.M5 

27.01.2015 

Report of the Enquiry Officer 

Ext.M6 

14.02.2015 

Letter from Respondent to Petitioner enclosing findings of the Enquiry Officer 

Ext.M7 

27.04.2015 

Proceedings of the personal hearing 

Ext.M8 

09.05.2015 

Order of dismissal issued to petitioner 

Ext.M9 

22.06.2015 

Copy of Appeal filed by petitioner 

Ext.MlO 

07.08.2015 

Order of Respondent rejecting the appeal filed by petitioner 

Ext.Ml 1 

09.03.2015 

Reply by the petitioner on Enquiry Officer’s report 

Ext.M12 

28.03.2015 

Respondent’s letter to petitioner proposing punishment and affording personal 
hearing. 


^ 18 -Rf, 2017 


eRT.OT. 1321 —sftatrTO fepTR 1947 (1947 RT 14) ^ «1RT 17 ^ 3iJfH'U[ 4 c£#q TTRIR ^ 

INf ^ ^ TTO fa41*1 <*7 3TP: <#q, R faf^R 3ik)p|ch 3 7TR7R 

sfteftfw 3TfaloFRT/gTT -R1WR, ^ ■RTR (W? U 108/2015) Wlfafd t, # 'SRER ^ 18.05.2017 
47) TO f3H ®1TI 

[FT. 13^-12012/66/2015-3^3^ (^-1)] 
Wt. w. 3^RTr srfSRTRt 

New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1321. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 108/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of The South 
Indian Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/66/2015-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Friday, the 16 th September, 2016 
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 108/2015 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of South Indian Bank and their workman) 

BETWEEN : 

Sri T. Shanmugasundaram : 1 st Partv/Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager : 2 nd Party/Respondent 

The South Indian Bank Ltd. 

Head Office, SIB House 
Mission Quarters, T.B. Road 
Trichur-680001 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : M/s. R. Sankarasubbu, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/Respondent : M/s. T.S. Gopalan & Co., Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/66/2015-IR (B.I) dated 
03.07.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the dismissal of Sri T. Shanmugasundaram by the Management of South Indian Bank is justified or 
not? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to? ” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has numbered it as ID 108/2015 issued notices to both sides. 
Both sides have entered appearance through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The counsel for the petitioner has advanced a contention orally that the dispute is not an industrial dispute. In 
view of this the case was posted for giving up the dispute to enable the petitioner to approach the forum which he 
considers as the proper one. Thereafter, the petitioner had sought time but he had not made any endorsement requesting 
to close the dispute. 

4. When the matter was called on 30.08.2016 there was no representation on behalf of the petitioner. In spite of this 
it was postponed to this date. Today also there was no representation on the side of the petitioner. 

5. The petitioner seems to be not interested in pursuing the dispute. He has not come forward to establish the case 
set up by him. In the absence of any material on the side of the petitioner the reference is to be answered against him. 

Accordingly, the reference is answered against the petitioner. An award is passed to this effect. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 16 th September, 2016) 


K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2 nd Party/Management : None 
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Documents Marked : 

On the Petitioner's side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Nil 

On the Management’s side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Nil 


Rf ftc#, 18 ‘Rf, 2017 

W.3tT. 1322.—sNtfW 3#Rtfj 1947 ( 1947 R7T 14) Rit TO 17 ^ 3 ^#4 RRFR 3TTS.Tf.^T. 

sni % r) rwr ^ [-pini-ti sfk ch4«4>kT ^ #r, sfjrr 3 frf^e feR 3 ^#4 rrrr 

3lfR4RRT/?RI ^FflRRl, ^ RRH (R^f R. 48/2015) ^ 'SRblfVI'fl RRrft t ^ RRRR 4^ 18.05.2017 471 
RTO 13R SRI 

[R. R5T-12012/57/2015-37T|31R («ft-I)] 


4t. RR. 1 w, 3RJRPT 3Tf?RRR[ 


New Delhi, the 18th May, 2017 

S.O. 1322. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of IDBI Bank Ltd. 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/57/2015-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Friday, the 30 th December, 2016 
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 48/2015 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of IDBI and Another and their workman) 

BETWEEN : 

Sri S. Sankaralingam : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager : 2 nd Party/1 st Respondent 

IDBI Bank Ltd., Paulson Valagam 

4085/12, 4098/2 South, 4 th Street 
Pudukkottai 

2. The Managing Director : 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent 

M/s Updater Services (P) Ltd. 

No. 2/302/A, UDS Salai, 

Off Old Mahabalipuram Rd. 

Chennai-600097 
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Appearance: 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner : In Person 

For the 2 nd Party/l st Respondent : M/s. NVS Association, Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/2 nd Respondent : M/s. S. Velusamy & N. Mahendran, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Fabour & Employment vide its Order No. F-12012/57/2015-IR (B.I) dated 
21.04.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sri S. Sankaralingam in seeking employment in IDBI Bank Ltd. from 
where he was stopped without any reason is legal and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? ” 

2. After receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has numbered it as ID 48/2015 and issued notices to both 
sides. The petitioner appeared in person and the Respondents through their counsel and have filed their claim and 
counter statements respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner was appointed by IDBI Intech Ftd. who was the Contractor of the First Respondent Bank as 
Senior Business Development Officer with effect from 15.10.2011 and was advised to report at the First Respondent 
Branch. The petitioner was assigned works such as mobilizing deposits, interacting with bank clientele etc. The nature 
of works that were assigned to the petitioner are regular and perennial in nature forming part of the core activities of the 
First Respondent. The petitioner was appreciated on several occasions for his outstanding work. IDBI Intech Ftd. 
terminated the petitioner on 02.06.2013 as its contract with IDBI Bank came to an end for the reason that a subsidiary 
of the principal employer should not be given contract of outsourced work. The Second Respondent became the 
Contractor instead of IDBI Intech Ftd. and the petitioner was taken on rolls by the First Respondent on 03.06.2013 
itself as Senior Sales Executive. The petitioner continued to discharge his duties in the First Respondent Branch. As per 
the appointment letter issued by the Second Respondent salary of the petitioner was fixed as Rs. 10,200/- per month. 
The petitioner was performing his duties in a sincere manner. The petitioner proceeded on leave with prior intimation 
for 11 days from 01.06.2014 to 11.06.2014 on the ground of his marriage. When the petitioner reached the First 
Respondent Branch on 12.06.2014 he was not allowed to sign the muster roll by the Branch Head. The petitioner was 
solely dependent on his job for his livelihood. The Respondents have terminated the petitioner from service with the 
intention of depriving him the promotion that was due to him. The termination of the petitioner is unfair labour practice, 
against principles of natural justice and in violation of Section-25F of the Industrial Disputes Act. An Award may be 
passed holding that the decision of the Respondents in preventing the petitioner from resuming duty w.e.f. 12.06.2014 
is illegal and pass such other order as deemed proper. 

4. The First Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The reference is not maintainable as the alleged dispute does not have the character of an Industrial Dispute. The 
petitioner was sent to First Respondent Branch of the Bank as Senior Sales Executive from 15.10.2011 towards 
performance of the contract entered into with the First Respondent. The Second Respondent is one of the service 
providers of the Bank. An agreement was entered into between the Bank and the Second Respondent on 28.02.2013 for 
providing certain services. The petitioner was one of the many employees deployed by the Second Respondent for 
fulfilling the task for which the Second Respondent has entered into service contract with the First Respondent. There is 
no employer employee relationship between the petitioner and the First Respondent. In early 2015 it was found that the 
service of the Second Respondent was not upto the mark. On enquiry with the Second Respondent it was found that the 
petitioner who was one of the members of the team deployed by the Second Respondent to perform functions of the 
bank was irregular in attendance. The petitioner was found to be working for many financial agencies, apart from the 
Second Respondent. The Second Respondent set right the shortcoming by making appropriate deployment of personnel. 
The petitioner is not entitled to any relief from the First Respondent. 

4. The Second Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute. The petitioner is not a workman under Section-2(s) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. The petitioner is working as Senior Sales Executive in a supervisory cadre and drawing 
salary of Rs. 10,200/- a month. The petitioner has no right to claim reinstatement as he was neither terminated nor 
retrenched by the Second Respondent. The Second Respondent is a Company executing the work of marketing and 
back-office support services for the First Respondent. The Second Respondent engages its workman to fulfill its 
contractual obligations in the Fist Respondent Branch. The petitioner was one of the employees deputed by the second 
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Respondent on 03.06.2013. He joined the Second Respondent by order dated 03.06.2013. Before reporting for 
duty he had accepted the terms and conditions narrated in the Appointment Order. The petitioner absented himself 
from duty at the First Respondent premises from 01.06.2014. He abandoned his employment with the Second 
Respondent. The oral request by the Second Respondent to the petitioner to report for employment did not yield any 
result. Thereafter the Second Respondent had received a legal notice on behalf of the petitioner alleging that he was 
terminated from service. The Second Respondent has sent a reply to this stating that he was not terminated from service 
and also asking the petitioner to resume his duties. Instead of resuming the duty the petitioner has raised the dispute. 
The Second Respondent undertakes to give employment to the petitioner as stated in the reply notice. The petition is 
liable to be dismissed. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of WW1 and MW1 and MW2 and documents marked as 
Ext.Wl to Ext.W7 and Ext.Ml to Ext.M15. 

6. The points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the demand of the petitioner in seeking employment with the First Respondent is justified? 

(ii) What if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

7. The petitioner has been working as Senior Business Development Officer with he First Respondent Bank from 
1510.20011. Even as per the Claim Statement his employment with the First Respondent was through IDBI Intech Ltd., 
a subsidiary of IDBI Bank Ltd. the contract entered into by IDBI Bank Ltd. IDBI Intech Ltd. seems to have been put to 
an end for the reason that IDBI Intech Ltd. is a subsidiary of IDBI Bank Ltd. The employment of the petitioner through 
IDBI Intech Ltd. lasted till 02.06.2013 as seen from the Claim Statement. He continued to work for the First 
Respondent through the Second Respondent w.e.f. 03.06.2013 itself as IDBI Bank had entered into contract with the 
Second Respondent to provide services. The case of the petitioner is that while he was working with the First 
Respondent Bank he had taken leave for 11 days from 1 st to 11 th June 2014 for the purpose of his marriage, but when he 
reached the Bank on 12.06.2014 he was not allowed to sign the Muster Roll by the Branch Head. His contention is that 
the action of the First Respondent is in violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. He seeks a proper 
relief from this Tribunal. 

8. The petitioner has given evidence as WW1 reiterating his case in the Claim Statement. Ext.Wl to Ext.W7 are 
the documents marked through the petitioner on his behalf. 

9. Ext.Wl is the appointment letter issued by IDBI Intech Ltd. which was the previous service provider of the First 
Respondent. Exts.W2 to Ext.W4 are only appreciation letters or congratulatory mail issued by the Regional Head, 
Corporate Office, etc. of the First and Second Respondents. 

10. Ext.W6 is the appointment letter issued by the Second Respondent on 03.06.2013 showing that from this date 
onwards the petitioner had been working for the First Respondent with Second Respondent as the Contractor. Ext.W7 
contains the terms and conditions of employment issued by the Second Respondent. The First Respondent has produced 
Ext.M2 the agreement executed by it with the Second Respondent. Exts.M2 and Ext.M4 are the offer letters issued by 
the Second Respondent to the petitioner. Ext.W6-Appointment Order was issued subsequently by the Second 
Respondent. 

11. It is very much clear from the documents produced, evidence of MWs 1 and 2 and also the admission made by 
the petitioner during his examination as WW1 that the petitioner has been appointed by the Second Respondent on the 
basis of its agreement with the First Respondent as service provider to provide certain services to the First Respondent 
Bank. The petitioner has admitted during his cross-examination that his employer is the Second Respondent. He also 
admitted that his salary slip is in the name of the Second Respondent. He also admitted that as per Ext.W5-the 
agreement between the First and Second Respondents, the Second Respondent has the liberty to select employee for 
working with the First Respondent. Ext.Ml is the pay-slip for the month of April 2014 issued by the Second 
Respondent to the petitioner which would show that the petitioner was getting salary only from the Second Respondent 
and not from the First Respondent. Apparently, there was no employer-employee relationship between the petitioner 
and the First Respondent so the petitioner is not entitled to any relief from the First Respondent. 

12. The Second Respondent has denied the case that the petitioner was terminated from service. According to the 
Second Respondent the petitioner happened to be irregular in his work. He was contacted and was asked to resume 
duty. But the petitioner has refused to oblige the Second Respondent by resuming duty. The Second Respondent has 
stated that even after getting lawyer notice on behalf of the petitioner it has sent reply offering to give employment to 
the petitioner. In the Counter Statement also the Second Respondent has taken the stand that it is willing to provide 
work to the petitioner. During examination MW2 who has given evidence on behalf of the Second Respondent has 
stated that the contract of the Second Respondent with the First Respondent has expired on 31.12.2015. Even during 
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cross-examination MW2 has stated that the Second Respondent is willing to provide work to the petitioner in an 
establishment with which it is having contract for service now. The petitioner’s stand is that he will be satisfied only if 
he is getting employment in the First Respondent establishment. The contract of Second Respondent with the First 
Respondent having expired this is an impossibility. If the petitioner is inclined he is at liberty to accept the offer of the 
Second Respondent to employ him elsewhere. He is not entitled to any relief. 

In view of the discussion above the reference is answered against the petitioner. An Award is passed 
accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 
the 30 th December, 2016) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined : 

For the 1 sl Party/Petitioner 
For the 2 nd Party/Respondents 


Documents Marked: 


On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

15.10.2011 

Appointment letter issued by IDBI Intech Ltd. (Contractor) 

Ex.W2 

- 

Letter of Appreciation issued jointly by IDBI Intech (Contractor) and the Branch 
Head, IDBI Bank Ltd. Pudukkottai (Principal Employer) 

Ext.W3 

- 

Certificate of Appreciation issued by HR Corporate Office, IDBI Intech Ltd. 
Mumbai 

Ext.W4 

- 

Appreciation and Congratulatory Mail dated 30.01.2012 issued by Regional 
Head, Tamilnadu II, IDBI Bank Ltd., Coimbatore 

Ext.W5 

- 

Agreement dated 28.02.2013 between IDBI Bank and Updater Services 

Ext.W6 

- 

Appointment letter dated 03.06.2013 issued by Updater Services Ltd. 
(Contractor) 

Ex.W7 

- 

Terms and Conditions of appointment issued by M/s Updater Services Ltd. 

On the Management side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ext.Ml 

- 

Petitioner’s pay-slip for the month of April, 2014 issued by the 2 nd Respondent 

Ext.M2 

28.02.2013 

Agreement between the 1 st Respondent and the 2 nd Respondent 

Ext.M3 

01.04.2013 

Offer letter issued by the 2 nd Respondent to the petitioner 

Ext.M4 

19.05.2013 

Offer letter issued by the 2 nd Respondent to the petitioner 

Ext.M5 

03.06.2013 

Appointment letter issued by the 2 nd Respondent to the petitioner 

Ext.M6 

11.03.2015 

RBI Notification No. RBI/2014-15/497 DBR No. BP.BC.76/21.04.158/2014-15 

Ext.M7 

26.03.2015 

Failure of Conciliation Report issued by the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) 

Ext.M8 

- 

Staff Attendance Register maintained by the 2 nd Respondents 

Ext.M9 

- 

Form-5 and related documents 

Ext.MlO 

- 

Copy of Provident Fund slip of the petitioner 

Ext.Ml 1 

- 

Copy of the ESI Returns filed by the 2 nd Respondent pertaining to the petitioner 

Ext.M12 

24.06.2014 

Copy of legal notice sent by the petitioner to the 2 nd Respondent 


WW1, Sri S. Sankaralingam 
MW1, Sri P. Sivasankan 
MW2, Sri V. Annakumar 





[hft 3(ii) ] 


HTOT TBTO : ■cr i 21, 2017/3^ 6, 1939 


3155 


Ext.M13 

11.07.2014 

Copy of the reply sent by the 2 nd Respondent to the counsel for petitioner and 
petitioner with acknowledgement card 

Ext.M14 

- 

Copy of the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Pondicherry 

Ext.M15 

26.03.2015 

Copy of the failure report issued by the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) Pondicherry 


22 ilf, 2017 

eFT.OT. 1323.—sft'SlPLb 3fT?lfWL 1947 (1947 14) «4RT 17 SljTEU! 3 Efefrq 7R3TR HKcffa 

TRSRfir ^ fa 41*i <*7 3?k 33 ^ wMiii ^ #5(, 3ppq if 3Mte fsrare; 4 7n=FR afrsfrfe 

srf«pRW?m ^rrar^FT 3. 1, ^ w (wf 4 26/2011) t, wr ^#7 tuter ^ 22.05.2017 ^ 

•anra pu am 

[7T. 7[qT- 12012/18/2010-3Tlf3TK (-sfr-I)] 


Wt. TT7T. fw, 3^qFr 3Tf?1^R( 


New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1323. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 26/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/18/2010-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 


IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 1, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 26/2011 


Shri V.K. Bakshi, through 
General Secretary, 

Delhi Labour Union, Agarwal Bhawan, 

G.T. Road, Tis Hazari, 

Delhi ... W orkman 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, 

11, Sansad Marg, 

New Delhi - 110 001 .. .Management 

AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L-12012/18/2010- 
IR(B-I) dated 14.03.2011 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for 
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Zonal Office, Sansad Marg, New Delhi in 
imposing the penalty of dismissal from service with effect from 03.05.2007 on Shri V.K. Bakshi, is legal and 
justified? To what relief the workman is entitled? 

2. Brief facts giving rise to the reference are that Shri V.K. Bakshi, the claimant herein, had joined employment 
with the management on 16.02.1970 at G.T. Road, Shahdara on temporary basis and subsequently he was confirmed in 
service with effect from 08.06.1977. Later on, he was promoted to the post of Senior Assistant. He was discharging 
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his duties to the satisfaction of the management and had an unblemished and uninterrupted record of service to his 
credit. 

3. It is the case of the claimant that he was charge sheeted on 27.03.2006, charging him with the following 
allegations: 

It is alleged that you have resorted to undernoted unlawful activities while working at our GT Karnal Road and 

Shakti Nagar branches respectfully: 

1. SBI Cards & Payment Services Pvt. Ltd. have advised that you have not made the payment against the 
SBI Credit Cared No.0004:006661011723314 since January 2004 despite various communications from 
them and by Zonal Office/branch. The present outstandings there-against are Rs.28,181.35. 

2. You have issued undernoted cheques without maintaining sufficient crediting your account which were 
returned with the objection ‘Insufficient Funds’ by Shakti Nagar branch: 

(i) Cheque No.572915 dated 18.01.2015 for Rs.11,020.00 favouring Northern India Paint Colour & 
Varsney Co. Ltd. returned on 12.05.2005. 

(ii) Cheque No. 110898 dated 15.06.2005 for Rs. 1466.00 favouring G.E. Countrywide Consumers 
Financial Services Ltd. 

3. You have raised loan from Everglad Chit Funds Pvt. Ltd. without obtaining specific approval from the 
competent authority. Inthis connection, an attachment order issued on 27.09.2003 by Civil Judge, Tiz 
Hasari, Delhi for attachment of your salary to the extent of Rs.59,495.00 due to the decree holder M/s 
Everglad Chit Funds Pvt. Ltd. was received at our Shakti Nagar branch. Monthly instalment of 
Rs.2000.00 of your salary is being remitted to the court and Rs.20,000.00(approx.) have so far been 
appropriated. 

4. You have raised loan of Rs.50,000.00 from Indian National Co-operative (NA) Thrift and Credit Society 
Ltd. Hissar on 04.07.2003 without seeking prior permission of the Bank. Further, you issued an ‘Account 
Payee’ cheque No.403411 dated 25.09.2004 drawn on SBI, GT Karnal Road, Delhi for Rs.77,240.00 in 
favour of the above Society. Before the cheque could be presented, you closed the account. You were 
served with a legal notice on 13.10.2004 under section 138/141 of Negotiable Instruments Act on 
01.10.2005. Hisar and Delhi police officials came to Shakti Nagar branch with non-bailable warrants 
issued by Judicial Magistrate, Hissar to arrest you and took you away at 2.00 p.m. 

5. The total deduction from the salary is 81.07% against Bank’s extant instructions that total deductions will 
not be more than 60% of the gross salary. 

6. You have raised loan from undernoted Thrift & Credit Societies whereas as per extant instructions, an 
employee cannot be member of more than one T&C Society: 

a. Bank Staff Co-op Urban SE T&C Society Ltd., Hissar 

b. International Co-op Non Agriculture T&C Society Ltd., Hissar. 

c. ECBE Staff Co-op Credit Society Ltd., Meerut. 

d. Indian National Co-op Non-Agri T&C Society, Hissar 

e. Bhartiya State Bank Karyakarta Co-op T&C Society Ltd., Kirti Nagar 

f. SBI Employees T&C Society Ltd., Ranjit Nagar, Delhi 

The aforesaid lapses, if established, tantamount to ‘major misconduct’ in terms of Para 5(j) of Provisions of 

Disciplinary Proceedings Settlement dated 10.04.2002. 

4. Reply to the above charge sheet was filed by the claimant. It is further alleged that the claimant was constrained 
to take loans due to compelling circumstances. He had to reply unpaid loans. Management did not consider reply of 
the claimant and initiated departmental enquiry in respect of the above charge sheet. No documents or list of witnesses 
was provided to the claimant despite repeated requests. Ultimately, claimant received a memorandum dated 23.04.2007 
alongwith findings of the Enquiry Officer. Thereafter, claimant was placed under suspension by the Assistant General 
Manager and subsequently he was issued order dated 03.05.2007 vide which penalty of ‘Removal from service’ was 
inflicted upon the claimant. Claimant filed appeal dated 24.05.2007 against the order of his removal from service 
before the Appellate Authority, but of no vain. 
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5. Claimant has now challenged the order of termination on the ground that the enquiry was not conducted in a fair 
and proper manner. Finally, he has prayed that the said order of removal from service and holding the order of 
termination dated 03.05.2007 to be illegal and unjustified and with continuity of service and payment of back wages. 

6. Claim was contested by the management who filed written statement thereto and took preliminary objections, 
inter alia of jurisdiction, reference being time barred and concealment of material facts etc. On merits, statement of 
factum of the claimant working with the management was admitted. It was alleged that charges have been proved 
against the claimant in the departmental enquiry. Enquiry was conducted in a fair and proper manner and claimant was 
afforded various opportunities vide letters dated 29.08.2006, 06.09.2006 and 28.09.2006 to bring his defence 
representative but despite the said opportunities, he did not opt to give the name of the defence representative. 
Claimant has also admitted the charges in his reply regarding non-payment of dues of SBI Credit card etc. In the end, it 
has been alleged that the reference be decided in favour of the management. 

7. Against this factual background, my learned predecessor, vide order dated 13.04.2011, framed the following 
issues: 

(i) Whether the enquiry conducted by the bank was just, fair and proper? 

(ii) Whether punishment awarded to the claimant was proportionate to his misconduct? 

(iii) As in terms of reference 

(iv) Relief 

8. It is clear from the record that vide order dated 13.05.2011, preliminary issue as to the vires of the domestic 
enquiry was decided in favour of the claimant and against the management. Since there were pleadings in the written 
statement seeking permission to prove misconduct against the claimant on merits, as such, management was afforded an 
opportunity to adduce evidence in respect of the charges mentioned above. 

9. Management, in support of their stand, examined Shri Ajay Kumar Gaind as MW2, whose affidavit is 
Ex.MW2/A and also relied upon documents Ex.MW2/l to Ex.MW2/59. It is not out of place to mention here that the 
claimant has not examined himself in rebuttal. 

10. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant and Ms.Kitu Bajaj, A/R for the management. 

11. It was urged on behalf of the claimant that payment has been made of the outstanding debts which was taken as 
loan by the claimant and management has wrongly and illegally issued charge sheet against the claimant despite the 
factum of payment of loan having been paid by the claimant. Learned A/R for the claimant also urged that claimant 
was facing financial difficulty and due to compelled circumstances, he had raised loans for his own treatment as well as 
for the treatment of his family members. Moreover, regarding the charge of standing as guarantor/surety, it was urged 
that the real brother of the claimant had taken loan from the bank and the claimant has simply stood guarantor for the 
same. Since his brother was not in a position to repay the loan, as is clear from the evidence on record, as such, 
repayment of the loan was made by the claimant in instalments and the said fact has also been admitted by Shri Gaind, 
MW2 in his cross examination. 

12. Per contra, Ms.Kitu Bajaj strongly urged that the claimant has in his reply Ex.MW2/59 admitted the various 
allegations made in the charge sheet, as such, there was no necessity to adduce further evidence in the face of the 
admission made by the claimant. She proceeded to argue that though payment of part loan was made by the claimant, 
the claimant has also issued cheque dated 18.01.2005 which was bounced due to insufficient funds and it has really 
tarnished the image of the bank. She invited attention of the Tribunal to the factum of admission made in his reply 
Ex.MW2/59 wherein the claimant has stated the he is willing to make payment of Rs.28,181.35 against SBI Credit Card 
and he could not make payment as he was getting very nominal amount of salary. He had raised loan from different 
societies and he had been paying loan instalments. This has made his financial position worse. 

13. Before I proceed to evaluate merits of the evidence adduced by the parties as well as submissions raised in 
respect of charge sheet dated 27.03.2006, it is necessary to mention here that the claimant herein has admitted the 
charges in his reply Ex.MW2/59, in both direct as well as indirect manner, made in the charge sheet. 

14. The first charge in the charge sheet pertains to SBI Credit Card payment, which were not made by the claimant 
despite various communications/reminders issued to the claimant by the Zonal Office and the amount outstanding at 
that time was Rs.28,187.35. To this charge, it is replied by the claimant that he is ready and willing to make payment 
against SBI Credit Card and the same could not be paid as he was getting very nominal amount of salary. He has also 
given explanation that due to health problems of his elder daughter he had raised loan from different societies and he 
had been repaying the instalments to the societies, as a result of which very little salary is left in the account of the 
claimant. An overall examination of this witness clearly suggests that there is admission on the part of the claimant 
regarding payment of outstanding dues of SBI Credit Card. It is also clear from evidence on record, particularly 





3158 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 27, 2017/JYAISTHA 6, 1939 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


affidavit Ex.MW2/A of Shri Gaind, MW2, that the claimant was issued Credit Card No.0004:006661011723314 in 
January 2004 and claimant was also using the card for various purchases. It is further clear from perusal of letter 
Ex.MW2/l issued by the Chief Executive Officer, SBI Card, that payment has not been made against billing statement 
of 17.11.2004 and the claimant was advised through the Branch Manager to make the outstanding payment. There is 
another letter Ex.MW2/2 to the similar effect where there is mention of outstanding payment to be made by the 
claimant. There is also mention that in case payment is not made now, matter may be dealt with under service rules. 
To the similar effect is Ex.WW2/4 dated 07.05.2005 wherein there is mention of outstanding payment against SBI 
Credit Card issued to the claimant herein. Perusal of these letters clearly establishes that the above amount was due 
towards the claimant and has not been paid by the claimant. Therefore, at the time of issuance of the charge sheet, 
entire amount was not cleared by the claimant. 

15. Second charge is in relation to issuance of cheque No.572915 dated 18.01.2005 for Rs.11020.00 and cheque 
No. 110898 dated 15.06.2005 for Rs. 1466.00, which was bounced and was returned on the grounds of insufficient funds 
by Shakti Nagar branch of the bank. Claimant has in his reply to this allegation stated that under a misunderstanding 
the above cheque was issued and he has now made payment of Rs. 11,020.00 and now nothing remains due. During the 
course of arguments, this issue was not pressed much as payment in respect of the amount has been settled between the 
claimant and the other parties. No doubt, claimant was issued letter Ex.MW2/6 by the Branch Manager in respect of 
bouncing of the above cheque. 

16. Allegation against the claimant regarding charge no.3 and Charge No.4 of the charge sheet is regarding raising 
of loan from Everglad Chit Funds Pvt. Ltd. without specific approval of the competent authority due to non payment of 
the above loan attachment order was issued on 27.09.2003 by Civil Judge, Tis Hazari, Delhi for attachment of salary to 
the extent of Rs.59,495.00 from the salary of the claimant and deduction of Rs.20,000.00 from salary of the claimant 
towards repayment of the loan. Again the claimant raised a loan of Rs.50,000.00 from Indian National Co-op (NA) 
Thrift ad Credit Society Ltd. Hissar on 04.07.2003 without approval of the competent authority. During the course of 
arguments, it was pointed out that from the salary of the claimant payments were being made so as to clear the said 
loan. 

17. Charge No.5 of the charge sheet pertains to deduction of salary to the extent of 81.07% which in fact cannot be 
more than 60% of the gross salary of the claimant. 

18. Charge No.6 of the charge sheet mentions of other loans being raised from various Thrift and Credit Societies, 
as detailed under this charge. Claimant, in his reply, in para 5 has stated that in fact he stood guarantor for his real 
brother who was in need of money, who expired in 2002 and due to untimely death of his brother and other compelling 
circumstances mentioned above, the amount could not be returned in time. He has further admitted regarding 
attachment order against his salary. However, he was regularly making payment by way of instalments. Claimant has 
also admitted the factum of raising loans from the Societies, which was not paid on time. Claimant has accepted that 
Secretary of the said society has taken three blank cheques from the claimant. As financial position of the claimant had 
deteriorated. Secretary of the Society demanded full amount of Rs.77,240.00 by presenting all the above cheques for 
payment and the same could not be honoured. Claimant has admitted that due to illness of his daughter, purchase of 
house and establishment of business of his son, he has had to raise these loans. It is clear from statement of Shri 
Gaind, MW2 that he has admitted in his cross examination that the claimant has not borrowed any amount from M/s 
Evergreen Chit Fund Pvt. Ltd. and he has simply stood guarantor for his real brother for an amount of Rs.59,495.00. In 
his next cross examination on 06.10.2016, this witness has again admitted that the bank was making deduction from 
salary of the claimant towards repayment of loan of his brother from M/s Evergreen Chit Fund Pvt. Ltd. However, this 
witness could not show any document on the date of his cross examination to show as to whether any outstanding 
payment still remained in the name of the claimant qua the said amount. He has further admitted that last payment was 
made by the bank on 26.10.2004 from salary of the claimant whereas the claimant was charge sheeted on 27.03.2006. 
Management should have come with clear cut statement so as to show as to what was the nature of the balance 
payment, if any, to be made by the claimant and from overall examination of the statement of this witness, it is clear 
that the amount due towards M/s Evergreen Chit Fund Pvt. Ltd. in the name of the real brother of the claimant stood 
paid by the claimant by way of instalments. 

19. During the course of arguments, learned A/R for the management put much emphasis on the fact that before 
raising of the loan from the Thrift and Credit Societies as mentioned in charge No.3 and 4 of the charge sheet, claimant 
has not sought prior approval from the competent authority, which is mandatory under the law. In this regard, attention 
of the court was invited to the Bipartite Settlement and this fact was also not denied by the learned A/R for the claimant 
that approval from the competent authority is mandatory before availing of loans/ standing of guarantor/surety. In such 
circumstances, this Tribunal is of the view that the claimant has flouted banking norms by not obtaining necessary 
approval from the competent authority before raising of loans. 

20. Now, the residual question is whether the raising of loans by the claimant without approval from the competent 
authority amounts to misconduct or not. In this regard, attention of the Tribunal was invited to Chapter 2 of the 
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Bipartite Settlement which deals with disciplinary action and procedure. It is clear from Clause 19.5 (j) of the Bipartite 
Settlement that expression ‘gross misconduct’ has been given a very comprehensive meaning and includes doing an 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank and gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to involve the bank in 
serious loss. The clause also deals with minor misconduct. However, definition of ‘minor misconduct’ is given in 
Clause 7 and does not include the allegation contained in charge sheet dated 27.03.2006. 

21. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Ravi Yashwant Bhoir vs District Collector (2012) 4 SCC 407 decided on 
02.03.2012 dealt with the meaning of misconduct as used in the context of bank rules and after taking survey of the 
entire case law on the subject, it was held that expression "misconduct" is not capable of any precise definition or 
misconduct can be defined as a transgression of some established and definite rule of action, a forbidden act, a 
dereliction from duty, unlawful behavior, wilful in character, improper or wrong behavior, would also fall within the 
meaning of misconduct. The term misconduct in fact its synonyms are misdemeanor, misdeed, misbehavior, 
delinquency, impropriety, mismanagement offense, but not negligence or carelessness. The term misconduct implies a 
wrongful intention and not a mere error of judgement. Though misconduct is not necessarily the same thing as conduct 
involving moral turpitude. Thus, the word misconduct is a relative term and is to be considered with reference to the 
said matter and context where the same occurs. 


22. Since in the case on hand more than 80% of the salary of the claimant was being appropriated towards 
repayment of instalments of loans taken by the claimant from the Societies as mentioned in the charge sheet and there 
was also attachment of his salary as is clear from the order of Civil Court, Tis Hazari, which has really caused a lot of 
embarrassment to the bank and the same has tendency to tarnish image of the bank. An employee of the bank is 
expected to know atleast the elementary thing that he cannot raise loans without obtaining approval of the competent 
authority. The claimant has not even later on tried to seek ex post facto sanction regarding the said loans so as to prove 
his bonafide. Thus, having overall regard to the evidence on record and the fact that the claimant herein, in his reply 
has admitted the factum of not seeking approval from the competent authority before raising of loans, as such charges 
as mentioned in Charge No.3 and 4 of the charge sheet is held to be proved against the claimant. 

23. Now, the next question which arises for consideration is as to whether the punishment awarded to the claimant is 
proportionate to the misconduct committed by him. It is clear from evidence on record that the claimant is not guilty of 
any moral turpitude. He has simply raised loans without seeking prior approval of the competent authority of the bank 
and the overdue amounts of the loans have been repaid now. In such a situation, this Tribunal is of the considered 
opinion that punishment of ‘removal from service’ is very grave and severe in nature and the same is liable to be 
reduced to ‘Stoppage of three increments with cumulative effect’. An award is accordingly passed. Let this award be 
sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated: May 4, 2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1324. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/23/2012-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/73/2012 
PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI R.B. PATLE 


Shri Rajkumar Singh, 

S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh, 

R/o Malviya Ganj, Gurunanak Pura, 

Beside Gurudwara, 

Itarsi (MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Branch Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Neemvada Branch, 

Itarsi ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 16 th day of December 2016 

1. As per letter dated 18-6-2012 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/23/ 
2012-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Itarsi in terminating the service of Shri Rajkumar 
Singh S/o Shri Ghanshyam Singh w.e.f. 13-11-2010 is legal and justified? To what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. 1st party workman is challenging termination of his services w.e.f. 13-11-2010 under reference . Even after 
issuing notices, the Union didnot participate in the proceeding, no statement of claim is filed. 1st party is proceeded 
exparte on 15-6-2016. 

3. Ilnd party management also not filed Written Statement. From conduct of the parties, it is clear that the parties 
are not pursuing or participating in the dispute. 

4. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

“ Reference is disposed off as No Dispute Award.” 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 


Tf fp#, 22 2017 
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[Rf. PrT- 1 2012/28/2012-3P^3TR («ft-I)] 

tp. srfKrarRj 


New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1325. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Federal Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/28/2012-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

ERNAKULAM 

Present : Shri.K. Sasidharan, B.Sc., LLB, Presiding Officer 
(Monday the 19 th day of December, 2016/28 th Agrahayana, 1938) 

ID 21/2012 

Workman : Shri Benedict Aleegious T., 

Anu Bhavan, 

Kanakulam, 

Uchakkada P.0 - 695506. 

By Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

Management : The Managing Director and CEO, 

Federal Bank Ltd., 

Head Office, 

Aluva. 

By M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates 

This case coming up for final hearing on 16.12.2016 and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 19.12.2016 passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference under clause (d) of sub-section) 1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Act 14 of 1947) for adjudication. 

2. The dispute referred for adjudication is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Federal Bank Ltd. in imposing the punishment of 
‘compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits’ upon Shri Benedict Aleegious T. vide their order 
dated 28/11/2009, is legal and justified? To what relief the workman is entitled?’ 

3. After receipt of the reference Order No.L-12012/28/2012-IR(B-I) dated 04.07.2012, issued by the Ministry of 
Labour, Government of India, summons was issued to the parties to appear, submit pleadings and produce 
documents to substantiate their respective contentions. On receipt of summons, the parties entered appearance through 
counsel and submitted their pleadings. 

4. The contentions in the claim statement filed by the workman in brief are as follows: 

The workman involved in this reference Shri. Benedict Aleegious. T joined as a bankman in the year 1984 in the 
management bank. Since then he had unblemished service under the management. While he was employed under the 
management, he received letter of appreciation from the management on several occasions. On 30.08.2008 the 
management served an order suspending the workman from the services of the bank. Subsequently an order 
No.AW:DE: 15:08 dated 19.11.2008 was served with certain allegations against the workman. In that order it was 
informed that an enquiry has been ordered against the workman and Shri. Tom P. Roy, Senior Manager, PIR 
department has been appointed as the enquiry officer. An opportunity was afforded to the workman to submit 
explanation against the allegations levelled as per the order aforesaid. The allegation against the workman was that on 
22.08.2008 he was found in a suspicious circumstance with a lady in the stationery room of the bank. The management 
charged the workman for the indecent behaviour in the premises of the bank and doing any act prejudicial to the interest 
of the bank as per the Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002 and Disciplinary Action and Procedure Therefor. The 
workman has not committed any act as alleged in the charge memo. 

5. The allegations against the workman are cooked up by the management. From the evidence tendered by the 
management witnesses during the enquiry it can be seen that other establishments are functioning on the either side of 
the stationery room. It is strange to notice that in respect of an incident alleged to have happened on 22.08.2008, a 
report to that effect was sent from the branch to the Head Office only on 29.08.2008. The charges levelled against the 
workman are cooked up by the principal officer of the branch with ulterior motive. 

6. The domestic enquiry conducted against the workman was in clear violation of the principles of natural justice 
and fair play. He was denied opportunity to defend his case during the enquiry. The two officers who gave evidence 
against workman in the course of enquiry were hostile towards the workman. The enquiry officer has not appreciated 
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the evidence in the correct perspective. The finding of the enquiry officer is perverse and not based on any admissible 
evidence. The workman had submitted explanation against the proposed punishment by the disciplinary authority. 
Against the decision of the disciplinary authority he preferred an appeal before the appellate authority which was 
dismissed without considering his contentions. The punishment imposed on the workman is too harsh and 
disproportionate to the allegations levelled against him. He is the sole bread winner of his family. The allegation 
against the workman is stigmatic and it is not possible to find an alternate employment to him. Therefore the workman 
has requested to set aside the punishment order and to direct the management to reinstate him in service with full back 
wages, continuity of service and other attendant benefits. 

7. The contentions in the written statement filed by the management in brief are as follows:- 

The management has denied all the averments in the claim statement filed by the workman except those that are 
specifically admitted. While working as bankman in Neyyattinkara branch of the management bank, Shri. Benedict 
Aleegious. T was placed under suspension and issued a charge sheet for the acts of gross misconduct - ‘indecent 
behaviour on the premises of the bank’ and ‘doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the bank’ as per the Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10.04.2002. The allegation against the workman is that while working in Neyyattinkara branch, at 
about 4:20 pm on 22.08.2008, he was found inside the stationery room of the branch in the second floor of the building 
locked from inside along with a strange woman during office hours with ulterior intention causing disrepute to the bank 
and affected moral discipline of the staff. The conduct of the workman in keeping himself locked inside the stationery 
room of the branch along with a strange woman during office hours was with ulterior intention. When he was caught 
hold of by the officers of the branch, he was not able to give any convincing reason about the presence of the strange 
woman inside the stationery room during the office hours. The enquiry conducted against the workman was in 
accordance with the rules and by following the principles of natural justice. In the course of enquiry advocate Shri. S. 
John was representing the workman who defended the matter on his behalf. The defense representative cross examined 
all the witnesses examined on behalf of the management. Thereafter opportunity was afforded to the workman to 
adduce evidence in support of his defence. He has not adduced any evidence to substantiate his defence. 

8. The enquiry officer evaluated the matter in issue in detail and submitted a finding to the effect that the 
workman is guilty of the misconduct alleged. Thereafter the disciplinary authority complied the procedure and 
issued the proposed punishment of dismissal from service without notice. After hearing the workman, the disciplinary 
authority passed the final order reducing the punishment to “compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits”. The 
appellate authority considered the matter and came to the conclusion that there is no scope for interference in the final 
order of punishment issued by the disciplinary authority. The letter of appreciation issued by the management is not a 
ground to justify the act of gross misconduct committed by him. The branch office reported the matter on 22.08.2008 
itself to the Head Office and a written communication was sent on 29.08.2008. The claim of the workman that he has 
been wrongly implicated in this matter is absolutely false. The contention of the workman that the charges levelled 
against him were cooked up by the officers of the management is absolutely false. The management has requested to 
consider the validity of the enquiry as a preliminary point and sought permission to adduce independent evidence to 
prove the charges levelled against the workman by adducing independent evidence if it is found that the enquiry is 
vitiated. 

9. After filing written statement by the management the workman filed rejoinder reiterating the contentions in the 
claim statement. 

10. As requested by the counsel for the management, the validity of the domestic enquiry was considered as a 
preliminary point. On this aspect, on behalf of the management MW1 was examined and Ext.Ml is the document 
marked. As per the Preliminary Order dated 04.05.2016 it is held that the domestic enquiry conducted by the 
management is valid and proper. Thereafter the matter was posted for final hearing. The counsel appearing for the 
parties were heard in detail. 

11. The points arising for consideration are: 

“(i) Whether the workman Shri. Bendict Aleegious. T has committed the acts of gross misconduct as 
alleged by the management? 

(ii) Whether the punishment of compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits issued by the 
management against the workman Shri. Benedict Aleegious. T is just and legal or disproportionate 
to the allegations levelled against him? 

(iii) To what relief the workman is entitled?” 

12. Point Nos.(i) & (ii):- Shri. Benedict Aleegious. T, the workman involved in this reference joined as a 

bankman in the management bank in the year 1984. Since then he was employed under the management bank. While 
working as bankman at the Neyyattinkara branch, the management issued an order No.PIR/M4/PF-4237/AW- 
197/2778/2008 dated 30.08.2008 and suspended him from the services of the bank. Subsequently, he was served with 
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order No.PIR/M4/PF-4237/AW-197/454/2008 dated 19.11.2008 alleging that he has committed certain acts of gross 
misconduct. The management bank issued charge sheet against the workman under the following heads - “(i) Indecent 
behaviour on the premises of the Bank; and (ii) Doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank 1 ’ as per the 
different clauses in the Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002 on Disciplinary Action & Procedure Therefor. In the 
memo of allegations the management under clauses (a), (b), (c) and fd) explained the details of misconduct committed 
by the workman during office hours inside the bank premises at about 4:20 PM on 22.08.2008. The Senior Manager of 
the branch sent a communication dated 29.08.2008 to the Deputy General Manager, PIR Department, Head Office 
Aluva of the management bank, explaining in detail about the incident occurred at about 04:20 PM on 22.08.2008 
inside the bank premises involving the workman in this reference. 

13. The management appointed Shri. Tom P. Roy, Senior Manager, P & IR Department as the enquiry officer to 
conduct an enquiry in relation to the misconduct alleged against the workman. The enquiry officer conducted enquiry 
and submitted the report along with all the connected papers before the management. On receipt of the enquiry report 
the management complied the statutory requirements and the disciplinary authority issued an order with the proposed 
punishment against the workman. The workman has submitted that he is innocent and that he has not done any act as 
alleged by the management. The disciplinary authority proposed the order of “dismissal from service without notice” 
against the workman for the act of gross misconduct committed by him. After hearing the workman on the proposed 
punishment, the disciplinary authority decided to alter the proposed punishment and ordered the punishment of 
“Compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits” for the acts of misconduct - “Indecent behaviour on the 
premises of the Bank; and Doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank". 

14. Against the order of the disciplinary authority the workman preferred an appeal before the appellate authority. 
The appellate authority concurred with the final order passed by the disciplinary authority and the workman was 
compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits from the services of the bank. The workman has stated that the 
charges alleged against him are cooked up by the principal officers of the branch with some ulterior intention. He has 
stated that the enquiry officer conducted the enquiry in violation of the principles of natural justice and fairness and that 
he was denied the opportunity to defend his case properly. It is stated that the enquiry officer failed to appreciate the 
testimony of the witnesses examined on the side of the management in an impartial manner. According to the workman 
the management witnesses examined before the enquiry officer were not speaking the truth and that they were 
attempting to victimize him. He would also state that the two officers who gave evidence against him in the course of 
domestic enquiry were showing hostile attitude against him. He has challenged the enquiry proceedings on the ground 
that it is vitiated and that he has requested to set aside the order passed by the disciplinary authority which was 
confirmed by the appellate authority. The workman has stated that he is the sole bread winner of his family and that the 
denial of employment caused undue hardship and inconvenience to him. 

15. The management has contended that the workman has committed the act of gross misconduct of indecent 
behaviour in the premises of the bank during the working hours on 22.08.2008 and that he has done act prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank and thereby committed gross misconduct. The management has stated that the enquiry officer 
conducted the enquiry after affording fair and reasonable opportunity to the workman to substantiate his contentions 
and that the enquiry officer has followed the principles of natural justice while conducting the enquiry. It is stated that 
in the course of enquiry as requested by the workman, he was defended by an Advocate Shri. S. John of his choice and 
that the witnesses examined on behalf of the management were cross examined by the defence representative. 
Moreover the enquiry officer afforded opportunity to the workman to adduce evidence if he so desired. The 
management has stated that the punishment ordered against the workman is just and proper and in proportion to the 
gravity of misconduct committed by him. As requested by the learned counsel for the management, after affording 
sufficient opportunity to the parties to take steps and for production of documents, the validity of the domestic enquiry 
was considered as the preliminary point. As per the Preliminary Order dated 04.05.2016 it is held that the domestic 
enquiry conducted by the management is just, proper and by following the principles of natural justice. Thereafter the 
matter was posted for final hearing. The learned counsel appearing for the parties were heard in detail. 

16. The learned counsel for the workman submitted that even though the incident happened on 22.08.2008. the 
Senior Manager sent a report regarding the incident only on 29.08.2008. It is stated that the workman is innocent and 
that false and frivolous allegations were raised by the senior officers to wreck vengeance against him. The learned 
counsel for the workman submitted that in the course of enquiry the workman has submitted the reason for foisting 
false case against him. It is stated that there was a complaint against the senior officers of the bank regarding the 
transfer of a sum of ?40 lakh to M/s.Bajaj Alliance Insurance Company. Relating to that incident there was a vigilance 
complaint and an enquiry was conducted. It is stated that in the said enquiry the workman identified the handwriting in 
the cheque pertaining to that incident and thereafter the senior officers were against the workman and they were trying 
to find out a cause to initiate proceedings against him. The learned counsel submitted that the workman is a widower 
and he had unblemished service of 24 years under the management bank and he has to look after his two children. It is 
also stated that the workman is a heart patient and he has not done any act causing prejudice to the interest of the bank. 
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17. The learned counsel for the management submitted that the allegations levelled against the workman are true to 
facts and that he has committed the act as alleged in the memorandum of allegations served on him. The learned 
counsel submitted that the management witnesses 1 and 2 who witnessed the incident gave evidence of the factual state 
of affairs. The allegation that the senior officers foisted false case against the workman is denied by the counsel for the 
management. 

18. On going through the statement of allegations annexed to the memo of charges it can be seen that the allegations 
against the workman are so grave. The evidence tendered by MW1 and MW2 in the course of domestic enquiry 
revealed that the senior officers have witnessed the incident as stated in the statement of allegations. Even though the 
defence representative cross examined the witnesses at length in the course of enquiry nothing was brought out to 
discredit their testimony regarding the incident occurred on 22.08.2008 inside the bank premises. The contention of the 
workman that he has been falsely implicated at the instance of the senior officers of the bank cannot be accepted as true 
and correct especially in view of the evidence tendered by MW1 and MW2 in the course of enquiry. The acts alleged 
to have been committed by the workman is so grave and it affects the reputation of the bank. From the final order 
passed by the disciplinary authority it can be seen that the disciplinary authority considered the submissions made by 
the workman and a lenient view has been taken so that the workman can claim any re-employment and his right to 
receive superannuation benefits is safeguarded by the disciplinary authority. In such circumstance I do not find any 
justification in interfering with the order of compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits, passed by the 
disciplinary authority. The management has succeeded in proving the allegations levelled against the workman. 
Therefore the points for consideration are answered against the workman and in favour of the management. 

19. Point No.(iii):- In view of the findings on Point Nos.(i) & (ii) the workman is not entitled to the relief 
claimed by him as per this reference. The point is answered accordingly. 

20. In the result an award is passed holding that the workman is not entitled to any relief claimed as per this 
reference. 


The award will come into force one month after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 19 th day 
of December, 2016. 

SASIDHARAN K„ Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 


Witness for the Workman NIL 

Witness for the Management 

MW1 10.02.2015 Shri. Tom P. Roy 

Exhibit for the Workman NIL 

Exhibit for the Management 

Ml - Enquiry File 
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New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1326. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 08/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
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Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workman, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-41011/106/2013-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 08/2014 

1. The General Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Churchgate, 

Mumbai - 400020 

2. The Sr. Divisional Engineer (West), 

Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

3. The Additional Divisional Railway Manager, 


Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 


4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer (NW), 

Western Railway, Near Sararpur Railway Bridge, 

Shaher Kotda Police Station, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

...First Party 

V/s 


The Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

28/B, Narayan Park, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

For the Second Party : Shri R.S. Sisodia (Union Representative) 


AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
41011/106/2013-IR(B-I) dated 03.01.2014 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Sr. Divisional Engineer (West), Western Railway, Ahmedabad and 
others in issuing modified charge sheet vide 25.03.2013 to Shri Sunil Kant, Trackman Gang No. 4, Sanand 
(Protected Workman) during the pendency of conciliation proceedings is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 03.01.2014. Despite service on all the parties, neither of the parties submitted their 
statement of claim or written statement as the case may be. Today on 08.04.2017 in the Mega Lok Adalat, Shri R.S. 
Sisodia on behalf of the Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad expressed unwillingness to 
prosecute the reference. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as not pressed. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1327. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 37/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workman, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-41011/130/2010-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 08 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 37/2011 

1. The Chief Signal and Telecom Engineer, 

Western Railway, 

Churchgate, 

Mumbai 

2. The Works Manager, 

Signal Workshop, 

Western Railway, Sabarmati, D Cabin, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s 

The President, 

Paschim Railway KarmachariParishad, 

28/B, Narayan Park, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, 


Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 


...Second Party 

For the First Party : 



For the Second Party : 

Shri R.S. Sisodia (Union Representative) 



AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
41011/130/2010-IR(B-I) dated 03.05.2011 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Works Manager, Signal Workshop, Western Railway, Sabarmati, 
Ahmedabad by changing the category of Shri LaxmanAmtha, Jeep Driver, to Fitter is legal and justified? To 
what relief the union/workman is entitled?” 
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1. The reference dates back to 03.05.2011. After service on all the parties, the second party submitted his statement 
of claim Ex. 3 but the first party did not submit the written statement. Today on 08.04.2017 in the Mega LokAdalat, 
Shri R.S. Sisodia on behalf of the President, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad expressed unwillingness to 
prosecute the reference. 

2. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as not pressed. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


M f^Tvfr, 22 Rf, 2017 

eFT.OT. 1328— 3l\alPldi fwi 3 tMwt, 1947 (1947 B7T 14) ^ SfRI 17 ^ 3EJWT B ^#4 WFR Bf?BB 
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3?fBB3BT BE W1MB 3. 2, *plf W (wf WIT 53/2009) BTl Wt t, Bt WFR BY 22.05.2017 

k) BRffSTT BTI 

[ET. TTyT-4101 l/69/2008^3Ttf-3TR (Bt-I)] 
Bt TEE. fw, 3TfBPT 3Tf?TW( 


New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2017 

S.O. 1328. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 53/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.05.2017. 

[No. L-41011/69/2008-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/53 of 2009 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF 
WESTERN RAILWAY 


The Divisional Railway Manager (E) 

Western Railway 
Mumbai Division 
Mumbai Central 
Mumbai-400008. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 
The Secretary 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad 
33, Moti Bhuvan, 2 nd floor 
Dr. D’ Silva Road 
Dadar (W) 

Mumbai 400 028. 

APPEARANCES : 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. Abhay Kulkarni, Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. M. B. Anchan, Advocate 
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Mumbai, dated the 4 th April, 2017 

AWARD PART-II 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment by its Order No.L-41011/69/2008-IR (B-I) dated 
11.06.2009 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause fd) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Western Railway Administration, Mumbai by terminating the 

services of Shri Ashok Kumar Yadav, Bungalow Peon, is justified? If not, to what relief is the workman? ” 

2. After receipt of the reference, notices were issued to both the parties. In response to the notice, the second party 
union filed their statement of claim at Ex-6.According to them workman Ashok Kumar Yadav was appointed as 
Bungalow Peon since 26/12/2005 at the Bungalow of Ms. Rita Raj, Divisional Commercial Manager, Western Railway 
at Baroda. After completing 120 days he was granted temporary status from 6/1/2006. In May 2007, Ms. Rita Raj was 
transferred from Baroda to Mumbai. On her application her Bungalow Peon i.e. Workman, Ashok Kumar Yadav was 
also transferred to Mumbai and he was working at her Bungalow. He worked there from 03/09/2007to 14/09/2007. On 
14.9.2007 workman had been to the Bungalow of Ms. Rita Raj to resume his duty. However she did not allow him to 
resume his duty. Therefore on the next day workman made representation to Ms. Rita Raj. Inspite of that she did not 
allow him to join his duties. The workman therefore made complaint to President of their union and also filed 
complaint with Police and sent representation to Divisional Manager, Western Railway with a request to allow him to 
join his duties.However he did not get any reply. Therefore he used banner with a request to DRM to allow him to join 
his duty. Ms. Rita Raj called RPF Personnel and they assaulted and beat the workman. Therefore he was admitted in 
the hospital. The workman was never absent. On the other hand he was not allowed to join his duties by Ms. Rita Raj. 

3. The workman was charge-sheeted for the charge that he had made STD calls from the residential telephone of 
Ms. Rita Raj. Another charge leveled was that he was unauthorisedly absent from duty from 14/09/2007. The 
workman was not given opportunity for his explanation in respect of the charges of making STD calls from the 
residential telephone of Ms. Rita Raj with her permission. He had also paid the charges thereof. He was never absent 
from duty. On the other hand Ms. Rita Raj did not allow him to resume his duties. In the inquiry proceeding Ms. Rita 
Raj was important witness. However neither she was examined nor was made available for cross examination. Inspite 
of that Inquiry Officer held him guilty and his services were terminated. The workman was not given sufficient 
opportunity to defend himself. The Inquiry Officer has violated the Principles of Natural Justice. Therefore the 
workman has raised industrial dispute. As conciliation failed, on the report of ALC (C) the Central Labour Ministry 
has sent the reference to this Tribunal. The union therefore prays that the order of termination be set aside and the 
workman be reinstated in service with full back wages with continuity of service. 

4. The first party management resisted the statement of claim vide its written statement Ex-14. According to them 
while working as a Bungalow Peon at Vadodara in the absence of Ms. Rita Raj the workman used to make STD calls 
from her residential telephone without her permission and warning notice was issued to him in that respect of 
18/08/2006.In reply thereto the workman admitted the facts and had apologized in writing. After transfer of Ms. Rita 
Raj to Mumbai, the workman was also transferred to Mumbai. However he remained unauthorisedly absent from 
14/09/2007. Due to which Ms. Rita Raj suffered great difficulties. Though he was absent from duty, he used to visit 
office of DRM, BCT. He also requested Mr. Haridas G. to issue him sick memo. He advised him to report his duty as 
he was not sick. Competent Authority issued charge sheet dt.9/10/2007 to the workman for the aforesaid STD calls as 
well as for unauthorized absence. Initially workman refused to accept the charge sheet as it was in English and required 
it in Hindi. Subsequently he accepted the charge-sheet. The Inquiry Officer was appointed and departmental inquiry 
was initiated against the workman. The Inquiry Officer conducted the inquiry as per the rules. He recorded the 
evidence of the management. Opportunity was given to the workman to cross examine the management witnesses. The 
workman was also given an opportunity to lead his evidence. After completion of the hearing the Inquiry Officer held 
the workman guilty. Accordingly he sent his report to the disciplinary authority. Disciplinary Authority sent the copy 
of the report to the workman with show cause notice. After giving him hearing the disciplinary authority terminated the 
services of the workman. The inquiry was fair and proper and findings of the Inquiry Officer are in consonance with 
the evidence on record. The punishment of termination is the appropriate punishment. Therefore management submits 
that it needs no interference. Therefore they pray that the reference be rejected with cost. 

5. In view of Award Part - I, dated 09.06.2014, this Tribunal has held that the inquiry is not fair and proper and the 
findings of the Inquiry Officer are perverse. As per Award Part - I dated 09.06.2014 opportunities given to the first 
party management to prove the charges by leading evidence. 

6. In view of that first party management led additional evidence by filing affidavit Ex.35 and filed pursis Ex.36. 
The concerned workman has also filed his additional evidence by filing affidavit Ex.37 and filed pursis Ex-38. 
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7. Second party workman has then filed written arguments Ex.39. First party management has filed written 
arguments Ex.40. 

8. Following issues are framed at Ex.7. I reproduce the issues along with my findings thereon for the reasons to 
follow: 


Sr. No. 

Issues 

Findings 

1 . 

Whether the inquiry is fair and proper ? 

No 

2. 

Whether the findings of I.O. are perverse ? 

Yes 

3. 

If not, whether the punishment of removing Shri 
Ashok Kumar Yadav from the services of Western 
Railway is adequate ? 

No 

4. 

Whether the workman deserves to be reinstated 
with full back wages ? 

Yes 

5. 

What order ? 

As per final order 


REASONS 


Issues Nos. 1&2:- 

9. So far these issues are concerned as per Award Part - I, there is finding of fact that the inquiry is not fair and 
proper and the findings of the Inquiry Officer are perverse. However, the opportunities are given to the first party 
management to prove the charges by leading evidence. In view of that first party management has adduced the 
evidence of Ms. Asha Dhute who is APO/Traffic with Western Railway. She reiterates that the concerned workman 
was appointed as Bungalow Peon w.e.f. 26.12.2005 and prior to said appointment he was performing the duties as 
substitute Bungalow Peon. According to her, the concerned workman was assigned duties at Bungalow and then Sr. 
DCM/DRC at Vadodara and as per the rules and regulations and guidelines, the official is allotted Bungalow Peon only 
once and the workman concerned prior to May 2007 was allotted duties at the Bungalow of Ms. Rita Raj. 

10. In the case, in respect of first charge as against the concerned workman of making the STD calls, the workman 
has not denied that he made STD calls as his mother was ill. According to the concerned workman, the STD calls were 
made by him with the permission of Ms. Rita Raj. It is further contended by him that he has paid the charges of STD 
calls. It has came in evidence of Ms. Asha Dhute, the witness of the management that after transfer of Ms. Rita Raj to 
Mumbai as Sr. DOM / BCD, the concerned workman was also transferred to Mumbai and he was staying at the 
Bungalow of Ms. Rita Raj. 

11. So far the inquiry proceedings against the concerned workman are concerned, it is made clear that Part - I 
Award has not been challenged by the management. Precisely, therefore this witness in his evidence has not 
commented upon the enquiry proceedings. It appears that he was not the complainant, Ms. Rita Raj was the 
complainant in respect of allegations as against the workman and this fact is admitted by this witness in her cross 
examination. Admittedly, therefore Ms. Rita Raj was the concerned and only witness in respect of both the charges 
leveled against the workman. Even after Award Part - I was passed, the management has not examined Ms. Rita Raj 
who was the main and most important witness. Therefore, the findings hold good to the effect that non-examination of 
such material witness was denial of reasonable opportunity to the workman. 

12. In support of this, again reliance is placed by the Learned Counsel for the concerned workman on the decision in 
case of Central Administrative Tribunal (Patna Bench) in CCS Dwivedi V/S. Union of India & Ors. 1989 (4) (CAT - 
892). 

“In that case the applicant was charged that he has taken money and given the chit to passenger to travel and 
did not credit the money. In that case neither the chit was produced nor passenger was examined as witness. 
In the circumstances the tribunal quashed the order of disciplinary authority by observing that ‘non¬ 
examination of such witness was denial of reasonable opportunity to the workman”. 

13. According to the workman, he had used the said telephone with the permission of Ms. Rita Raj and he also paid 
the charges thereof. The said charge was of the year 2006. Even the management witness admitted that the charges of 
the calls made by the workman were recovered from his salary. In the circumstances whether the STD calls were made 
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with the permission of Ms. Rita Raj was the important aspect for which again Ms. Rita Raj was the important witness. 
Her non-examination therefore goes to the root of matter. It was expected of the management to examine Ms. Rita Raj 
to prove the allegations or the charges since she has not been examined by the management. It will have to be said that 
the management has failed to prove the charges by adducing oral evidence. Because the evidence of Ms. Asha Dhute 
relied upon by the management is of no consequences especially when she also admits that Ms. Rita Raj was the 
complainant even in respect of charges of making phone calls and absenteeism of the workman on duty at her 
residence. 

14. It is evidence of the workman that he was not allowed by Ms. Rita Raj to enter in the Bungalow premises. In 
this respect, the management witness Ms. Asha Dhute does not know whether Ms. Rita Raj did not allow the concerned 
workman to enter in the Bungalow premises. In respect of this charge as against the workman it was expected of the 
management to examine Ms. Rita Raj to prove the charges by adducing oral evidence but she has not been examine and 
has not made available for cross-examination. That amounts to denial of reasonable opportunity to the workman to 
defend himself. It is violation of principle of natural justice. The evidence so far adduced by the management for 
proving these charges is not sufficient since the material evidence of Ms. Rita Raj is withheld and Ms. Asha Dhute, the 
management witness cannot say whether the workman was not allowed to work by Ms. Rita Raj. Even that is the 
position then it cannot be said that that the workman was unauthorisely absent on duty. The charges in respect of his 
absenteeism on duty has not been proved by leading oral evidence by the management though opportunity is given to 
the first party management to prove the charges by leading evidence. 

15. Even then the Learned Counsel for the management submitted that the workman concerned has admitted that he 
used residential telephone for making STD calls without permission of Ms. Rita Raj and therefore he was issued 
warning notice dated 18.6.2006. Submission is to the effect that the workman admitted the facts and apologized and 
even allowed the railway administration to deduct the said amount from his wages and therefore on his admission the 
charge of making unauthorised STD calls is proved. It is submitted that in respect of un-authorised absence of the 
workman, it is not even his case that he was sick and therefore workman/s letter of apology and admission of the 
workman in the said apology letter dated 14.7.2008 which is produced at page 192 in the documents filed on behalf of 
the workman along with list of documents dated 5.2.2014. It is sufficient to prove the charges leveled against the 
workman. 

16. It is not possible to countenance view profounded by Learned Counsel for the management, because on the basis 
of complaint of Ms. Rita Raj the charges have been framed. Ms. Rita Raj has also issued charge-sheet to the workman. 
She is also disciplinary authority to the workman. She had passed removal order of the workman. So in this case the 
same person is the complainant and also the disciplinary authority. This is against the principles of natural justice and it 
will have to be said that while conducting the enquiry against the concerned workman, principle of natural justice have 
not been followed. Learned Counsel for the concerned workman refer to the government circular dated 9.11.1990 to 
submit that whenever it is noticed that the disciplinary authority of the railway servant is himself involved in the case, 
she should not act as disciplinary authority for railway servant concerned. If that is the rule to be followed while 
conducting the enquiry against the workman then it will have to be said that the enquiry against the concerned workman 
is not conducted as per the rules and therefore again the enquiry is held to be not fair and proper. 

17. Consequently, I hold that the findings of the Inquiry Officer are perverse as he has not given fair and proper 
opportunity to the workman to defend himself. Even if the opportunities were given to the first party management to 
prove the charge by leading evidence, the management has not adduced evidence of Ms. Rita Raj though she is material 
witness. It will have to be said therefore that the management has not proved the above issues and hence Issue No.l is 
answered in negative and Issue No.2 is answered in affirmative to the effect that the findings of the Inquiry Officer are 
perverse. 

Issues Nos. 3 & 4. 

18. Once we come to the conclusion that the enquiry is not fair & proper and the findings of the Inquiry Officer are 
perverse then obviously there is no question of adequacy of punishment since the punishment awarded deserves to be 
set aside. 

19. Even then Learned Counsel for the management submitted that the question of integrity of the workman is 
material because the workman concerned goes to the extent of lodging police complaint against the officials with the 
allegations that RPF Personnel at the instance of Ms. Rita Raj assaulted him. Submission is to the effect that such 
allegations are only the figment of imagination of workman and he also failed to prove the same before the court and 
before the tribunal. 

20. In my considered view, this submission is not acceptable because it was for the management to prove the 
charges. The charges are not proved by the management by leading evidence and therefore no question of integrity 
arises on the ground that the concerned workman has lodged complaint against Ms. Rita Raj. Even in that respect, the 
concerned workman in his evidence has stated that in respect of police complaint filed by him, police have not taken the 
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action against the RPF. But then the fact remains that he has filed the complaint with such allegations wherein he has 
stated that RPF man had beaten him and he was injured and was admitted in Jagjivan Ram Railway Hospital, Mumbai 
Central for treatment. In view of that Learned Counsel for the concerned workman refer to the document at pages 114, 
115 of the list of documents of the concerned workman. When the management has not proved the charges leveled 
against the concerned workman, contention of the management as regards to the integrity of the concerned workman 
shall fall out. 

21. Realising this difficulty, the Learned Counsel for the management submitted that even if the charges are not 
proved the workman is not entitled for reinstatement and full back wages as a matter of law because the tribunal should 
be cautious in exercising this discretionary power in such cases. 

22. Submission is also to the effect that as per the settled principle of law no workman is entitled to back wages if he 
fails to prove that he seriously attempted to obtain alternative employment but failed. Submission is that in this case the 
workman has not produced cogent evidence before this tribunal that he indeed made serious attempts to obtain 
alternative employment and therefore he is not entitled to back wages. 

23. As a matter of fact, it has come on record that in respect of charges for making telephone calls it was unduly 
delayed action of the management. So from the facts of the present case it cannot be said that the action of the 
management is justified. The concerned workman was appointed as a Bungalow Peon from 26.12.2005. After 
completing 120 days service, he was granted temporary status from 6.5.2006 and thereafter he was a regular railway 
servant. When the action of management cannot be justified then in that circumstances the concerned workman is 
entitled to reinstatement and back wages. Hence, I hold that the punishment of removing concerned workman from the 
services of Western Railway is improper and illegal. The concerned workman is entitled to relief of reinstatement and 
back wages. Issues Nos. 3 & 4 are therefore answered accordingly. 

Issue No.5. 

24. In view of my findings to the above issues, I pass the following order. 

ORDER 

(i) The inquiry is held not legal and proper. The findings of the Inquiry Officer are declared as 
perverse. 

(ii) Order of termination of the workman is set aside. 

(iii) Workman be reinstated with 30% back wages of his last pay with continuity of service. 

Date: 04/04/2017 


M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

Tf 23 2017 
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$ WRT4 4( 7TO 'Pf4l44V| 37ft 4.44.RI #4, Slfsfa 4 3friy|Pi4> f44I4 3 ^£#4 7R47R sflsitPl'cH 3#t47P4 tr^’ 

SOT «f, # 44H IT 12/2013 ) 471 44>Tp!14 4R# I, # 4P4PT ^ 23.05.2017 47)4141 f31T 4TI 

[H. ttpl-12012/55/201 2 — 3 fflf 3 TK ( 4 ) 4 )] 
4). ttjg. fsps, 3?f»IFT 3lf447K) 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1329. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/55/2012-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 30 th DECEMBER, 2016 
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PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 12/2013 


I Party 

Shri. R K Sagargol, 

S/o Kalappa Sagargol, 

Temporary Messenger, Rudraswamy 
St., Mara Jamkhandi, Jamkhandi, 
Bagalkot District 


II Party 

The General Manager, 
State Bank of India, 

St. Marks Road, 
Kunjathbail Post, Kavoor, 
Bangalore - 560001 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-12012/55/2012-IR(B-I) dated 05.03.2013 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause fd) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India in terminating the services of Shri. R.K. 
Sagargol is justified? If not, to what relief the workmen is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, the matter has been registered on the file of this Tribunal and notices have 
been sent for both parties. None appeared for the I party and I party also called absent. Infact, notice of hearings have 
been sent to the I party by RPAD in Transaction No A RK345401554 IN, Dated 22.11.2016 through the Department of 
Posts, India and also acknowledgment received regarding the receipt of the notice by the I Party. Still, no 
representation has been made on behalf of I party and also, I party is called, absent. 

3. On perusal of records already notices have been sent and, the said notices have been served to both the parties 
and the RPAD acknowledgment cards have been received by this Tribunal. Hence, it is found that inspite of giving 
sufficient and adequate chances by issuing notices of hearing to I party, the I party has not made any appearance. In 
such circumstances, the matter is posted for passing Award, after the perusal of entire records brought on record. 

4. Further, from the above mentioned circumstances, it would be very much clear, in the present matter, that the I 
party has no interest to contest the present matter, inspite of the service of notices of hearing to the I party. It is for the I 
party to make out a case that I party is entitled to the above mentioned benefits and that the management has done a 
mistake by denying the said benefits. Further, on behalf of the II party, Sri. V.A. Byatnal, Advocate of the II Party, 
reported that the II party has not violated any provisions of the Rules. Under the above mentioned special circumstances 
and peculiar facts, this Tribunal is constrained to pass appropriate award, after the perusal of materials available on 
record. 


5. Since no appearance has been made and also claim statement has not been filed and further no case has been 
made out by I party and the present reference has only to be rejected for non- prosecution. Therefore, keeping in view 
the conduct of I party in, not appearing before this Tribunal, even though notices have been sent to the I party by way 
of RPAD and the conduct of I Party in not filing claim statement, in support of the said reference, it is crystal clear 
that the I party is no more interested in prosecuting the claim against II party. In the result and also in above mentioned 
facts and situations, it is to be held that the present reference has to be rejected, for non prosecution and no useful 
purpose will be served in keeping the proceedings any more pending. Hence the following award. 

AWARD 


Reference is dismissed for non-prosecution. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 30 th December, 2016) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

23 2017 

SET.3TT. 1330—feK 3lMWT, 1947 (1947 14) ^ TO 17 ^ 3hFJWF B ^cpcf^ pp^fa ^ % 

^ WRk ^ TTOi H'-ir-wf sfrc ^ #5r, srpsfa 3 inW.kcb -facn^ 3 sflsillw 

T3cf 9FT ^tFnVPT, wfa ^ TTR: (w? 37/2013) ^ i/cf.rfVicI Wt f, 7P7SR ^ 23.05.2017 ^ ¥RT |T3TT «U1 

[TT. ti^r-12025/01/2017-3nf3TR (#-I)] 

eft fspe, SppFT 
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New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1330. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 37/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12025/01/2017-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 1 st NOVEMBER, 2016 
PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

ID No. 37/2013 


I Party 


II Party 


Sh A C Machaiah, 
H.No. 198, SFS 407, 

II Main, II Phase, 

New Yelahanka Town, 
Bangalore - 560064 


The Chief General Manager 
State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

St. Marks Road, 

Bangalore - 560001 


1. The I Party filed the Claim Statement praying the relief as follows: 

“To direct the II Party Management to reinstate I Party in his original post and pay him all consequential 
benefits and pass such other order or orders as deems fit under the circumstances of the case, in the interest of 
justice.” Mr. B. D. Kuttappa and Mr. D. R. Vishwanath Bhat, Advocates are for the I Party, and Mr. A. G. 
Shivananda, Advocate is for the II Party. 


2. During course of the proceedings, a memo dated 21.10.2016 has been filed on behalf of I Party, signed by the I 
Party and also by the Counsel for the I Party . It is specifically stated in the said memo to dispose of, the present matter, 
as not pressed. It is pertinent to point out that the said memo has been signed by the I Party and also by the counsel of 
the I Party. 


3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it is to be held that the present application has to be disposed of, 
as not pressed, as prayed for in the said memo dated 21.10.2016 and no useful purpose will be served in keeping the 
proceedings any more pending. Hence the following: 


AWARD 


Reference is disposed of, as not pressed as per the memo dated 21.10.2016, filed by the I Party and also 
signed by the counsel for the I Party. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 1 st November, 2016) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

Rf ftRRTl, 23 Rf, 2017 

RR.3TT. 1331.— 3ft Sll'Ppb fRRTR 3lffe|fWT, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rft RRT17 # SlfRRR 3 ^#4 TRRiR RRiftR 
Rfe % ^ WRTR ^ RR® fTMW=fi! 3TR RRs£ RTRR7TR ^ #3, STJRR R fRRlR R ^#4 RRRR rW|[RR 

3TFRRRR RR RR ^RTRIRTR, WTR ^ RRR (W? R. 07/2016) Rft WfRcT RR# t Rt RtR^R RRFR 23.05.2017 R7t 
RTOf3R RTI 

[R. tRU 12025/01 /2017^31Tf3IR (Rt-I)] 
Rt TTR. f5pe, 3RJRFT SlfRRRl 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1331. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 07/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
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Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12025/01/2017-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 1 st NOVEMBER, 2016 
PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

ID No. 07/2016 


I Party 


II Party 


Sh A. C. Machaiah, 
H.No. 198, SFS 407, 

II Main, II Phase, 

New Yelahanka Town, 
Bangalore - 560064 


The Chief General Manager 
State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, 

St. Marks Road, 

Bangalore - 560001 


1. The I Party filed the Claim Statement praying the relief as follows: 


“To direct the II Party Management to reinstate I Party in his original post and pay him all consequential 
benefits and pass such other order or orders as deems fit under the circumstances of the case, in the interest of 
justice.” Mr. B. D. Kuttappa and Mr. D. R. Vishwanath Bhat, Advocates are for the I Party, and Mr. A. G. 
Shivananda, Advocate is for the II Party. 


2. During course of the proceedings, a memo dated 21.10.2016 has been filed on behalf of I Party, signed by the I 
Party and also by the Counsel for the I Party . It is specifically stated in the said memo to dispose of, the present matter, 
as not pressed. It is pertinent to point out that the said memo has been signed by the I Party and also by the counsel of 
the I Party. 


3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it is to be held that the present application has to be disposed of, 
as not pressed, as prayed for in the said memo dated 21.10.2016 and no useful purpose will be served in keeping the 
proceedings any more pending. Hence the following: 


AWARD 


Reference is disposed of, as not pressed as per the memo dated 21.10.2016, filed by the I Party and also 
signed by the counsel for the I Party. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 1 st November, 2016) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

Tf 1^7#, 23 2017 

eFT.OT. 1332.— 3frajpT4i 3#rfwi, 1947 (1947 ^F5T 14) ^ TO 17 ^ 3RpRni if RRqTR % 

^ wrtw ^ ^ sftertfw feK 3 trtrr akrrfw srfferaTRJT 

tTcl m -JP4|<rU1, Wlft ^ W (wf TT. 15/2012) t # tqqqtp; 23.05.2017 TJTO j|3H ?HI 

[TT. T3-7T-12012/86/2010-3H#5rR (#-I)] 

w. fw, sRjqpr stferrfl 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1332. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12012/86/2010-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 02 nd JANUARY, 2017 
PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 15/2012 

I Party II Party 

Smt. R. Nagarathna, 

No. 153/1, 4 th Cross, 1 st Main Road, 

Near Maramma Temple, 

Bagalkunte, 

Bangalore - 560073 

Represented by: T.S. Anantharam, 

Office Bearer of the Affiliated Union 
(CITU), and N. Pratap Simha, Office Bearer of the 
Affiliated Union (CITU) No. 103/1, 2 nd Main Road, 

8 th Cross, Chamrajpet, Bangalore-18 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-12012/86/2010-IR(B-I) dated 17.05.2012 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Bangalore in terminating the service of Smt. 

R. Nagarathna, w.e.f 21.12.2009, is legal and justified? To what relief Smt. R. Nagarathna is entitled? 

2. After the receipt of the reference, the matter has been registered on the file of this Tribunal and notices have 
been sent for both parties. None appeared for the I party and I party also called absent. Infact, notice of hearings have 
been sent to the I party and also to the Office Bearers by RPAD through the Department of Posts, India and also 
acknowledgment received regarding the receipt of the notice. Still, no representation has been made on behalf of I 
party and also, I party is called, absent. 

3. On perusal of records already notices have been sent to both the parties through the RPAD, by this Tribunal. 
Hence, it is found that in spite of giving sufficient and adequate chances by issuing notices of hearing to I party, the I 
party has not made any appearance. In such circumstances, the matter is posted for passing Award, after the perusal of 
entire records brought on record. 

4. Further, from the above mentioned circumstances, it would be very much clear, in the present matter, that the I 
party has no interest to contest the present matter, in spite of the service of notices of hearing to the I party. It is for the 
I party to make out a case that I party is entitled to the above mentioned benefits and that the management has done a 
mistake by denying the said benefits. Further, on behalf of the II party, Sri. A.G. Shivananda, Advocate of the II Party, 
reported that the II party has not violated any provisions of the Rules and there is no Industrial Dispute and the dispute 
has been raised on frivolous grounds. Under the above mentioned special circumstances and peculiar facts, this 
Tribunal is constrained to pass appropriate award, after the perusal of materials available on record. 

5. Since no appearance has been made by I party and the present reference has only to be rejected for non¬ 
prosecution. Therefore, keeping in view the conduct of I party in, not appearing before this Tribunal, even though 
notices have been sent to the I party by way of RPAD, in support of the said reference, it is crystal clear that the I 
party is no more interested in the case. In the result and also in above mentioned facts and situations, it is to be held 
that the present reference has to be rejected, for non prosecution and no useful purpose will be served in keeping the 
proceedings any more pending. Hence the following award. 

AWARD 


The Chief Manager (H.R Section), 
State Bank of India, 

Local Head Office, St. Marks Road 
Bangalore 


Reference is dismissed for non-prosecution. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 02 nd January, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 
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23 2017 

^T.3TT. 1333.— aMfel srfafWT, 1947 (1947 14) 17 ^ 3 

$#4 TPfrq IfeR- ^ wicpi ^ Tfsns H4i -;yfi srk t.pa.rT ^ #g, appm 3 aMfe fgctre; if <£#4 trtfk 
3TfsRR^r Tpl 9F ^RFi/PI, RRsTOl ^ W (wf 71. 47/2003) Wf W1%1 Wf t # ^#4 TR^R 47t 23.05. 
2017 ^ RTRT f3Tr «HI 

[R. 7174-1201 l/66/2002-3fflf3TR (Rt-I)] 

R). RR. fw, sqRFl arfspCTft 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1333. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 47/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Devi Patna 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12011/66/2002-IR (B-I)] 

B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 47/2003 

Ref.No. L-1201 l/66/2002-IR(B-I) dated 29.04.2003 


BETWEEN : 

Sri Kanhaiya Lai Gond, General Secretary 
Patan Bank Karmchari Sangh, 

Sitaram Puram, Bahraich Road 
Gonda (UP)-271001 

AND 

1. The Chairman, 

Devi Patan Kshetriya Gramin Bank, HO 
508 Phoolvila Malviya Nagar 
Gonda (UP) 271001 


AWARD 

1 By order No. L-1201 l/66/2002-IR(B-I) dated 29.04.2003 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the General Secretary, Devi Patan 
Bank Karmchari Sangh, Gonda and the Chairman, Devi Patan Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Gonda for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE DEMAND OF DEVI PATAN KSHETRIYA GRAMIN BANK KARMCHARI 
SANGH, GONDA FOR PAYMENT OF ONE ADVANCE INCREMENT TO ALL THE EMPLOYEES 
OF DEVI PATAN KSHETRIYA GRAMIN BANK AND (ii) FOR PAYMENT OF SPECIAL 
ALLOWANCE TO COMPUTER OPERATORS OF THE SAID BANK, BOTH W.E.F. 1.4.2000 ON PAR 
WITH THE NATIONALIZED COMMERCIAL BANK, IS LEGAL AND JUSTIFIED? IF SO, WHAT 
RELIEF THEY ARE ENTITLED FOR?” 

3. As per the claim statement W-4, workmen Union has stated in brief that the one advance increment to the 
employees of the opposite party bank has not been sanctioned/paid whereas in accordance with Bipartite Settlement it 
should have been sanctioned, the salary of the employees of Sponsor bank viz. Punjab National Bank were revised in 
the light of 6 th & 7 th Bipartite Settlements. But the opposite party bank did not grant the pay scale due, between V & VI 
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Bipartite Settlement another settlement dated 19.10.1993 was arrived at between the concerned parties, the action of the 
bank not allowing the increment is unjustified and illegal. Another issue by the petitioner is regarding special pay 
payable to Computer Operators amounting to Rs.633/- in all computerized branches/offices. Computer operators have 
been working on the computer, even then opposite party bank is not paying the due computer allowance. With the 
aforesaid pleadings the petitioner has requested for payment of one advance increment to all the employees w.e.f. 
01.11.1993 and special pay to computer operators from the date the said work was taken from those employees. As per 
list Al-15 several documents have been enclosed by the petitioner. 

4. The opposite party bank has filed reply/statement A2-9/M-9 dated 22.07.2003 wherein allegations of the claim 
statement have been denied and the Section 17 of the RRB Act has been quoted therein. The opposite party has asserted 
that special increment to computer never existed on 31.03.2000. The benefit of computer allowance had been wrongly 
given to the employees of the bank in April 2001 without proper clarifications. Moreover, the opposite party is not 
competent authority to take decision on its own, it is a policy matter and it is implemented as per approval of the Central 
Government. Similarly the demand for advance increment is also unjustified and illegal and beyond the perview of the 
jurisdiction of the opposite party. It has also been emphasized that orders passed by Hon’ble High Court, Patna have 
been challenged before Hon’ble Supreme Court regarding management of RRB, Ara and Gaya and the matter is 
pending before Hon’ble Apex Court. The management has requested that the demand of petitioner is legally not tenable. 

5. The petitioner with strong denial of the written statement/reply has filed rejoinder Al-11 reiterating the pleas 
taken in the claim statement. The management has filed several documents as per list C-12. Pendency of the aforesaid 
matter before Hon’ble Supreme Court has also been referred by the opposite party before this Tribunal. However, any 
direction/orders passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court have not been filed by the parties before this Tribunal. 

6. The petitioner Union for the concerned workman has not filed any affidavit or oral evidence in support of the 
claim statement. Therefore, no evidence was adduced on behalf of the management as well. 

7. Despite the fact that several dates were given to both the parties and the case was fixed for hearing; arguments of 
the workman Union or his Learned AR were not advanced rather they refrained themselves from appearing in this 
Court. Arguments of Learned AR of the opposite party were heard at length and record has been scanned thoroughly. 

8. The case has been pending in the Court for more than 13 years. Petitioner Union has failed to file any affidavit or 
oral evidence in support of its claim. Justification for sanction of one increment and special allowance to Computer 
Operator has not been supported by any cogent evidence and valid justification. In such circumstances sanction of any 
relief to the petitioner Union with regard to the demand referred by the Government, can not be sustained. Petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. However, it may be quite pertinent to mention here that any directions given by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court regarding the matter in issue, shall be binding on both the parties. 

9. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW 

02.05.2017 

RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


M 23 Rf, 2017 

eFT.3JT. 1334.— SlklpTR iRRR ^RfWI, 1947 (1947 RT 14) Rit RKT 17 ^ 31jRRtr| 3 RRR7R RR#R 

WRTR t£ tqsng iddMcb) 3TR R.RRTO ^ #R, 3RJRR R fqffre fsiciK R R(#4 RRR7R sftsYpTcfi 

3#IRRRT Ref m RIRIoIR, wfR ^ RRR (rM Rl. 38/2013) R7l MR'lfed R^Rcft f Rf ^#4 RRRiK Rt! 23.05.2017 Ri[ 
RTOfSTT RT1 

[RT. R<R-12011/31/2013-3TT#5rR (Rt-I)] 
Rt R74. fW, 3RJRF1 3#TRn# 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2017 

S.O. 1334. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 38/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12011/31/2013-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 20.09.2016 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

CR No. 38/2013 

I Party II Party 

The Dy. Regional Secretary, 1. The Dy.General Manager & CDO, State Bank of India, 

State Bank Staff s Union (Karnataka), Local Head Office, 65 St. Marks Road, Bangalore-560001 

Administrative Unit, 2. The Asst.Gen. Manager(Admn), SBI, Administrative Unit, 

Keshwapur, Network II, TS Complex, Sholapur Road, Keshwapur, 

HUBLI - 580 023 Hubli-58302 

3. The Branch Manager, SBI, Sagar(G), Sahapur, 

Yadgiri District - 585323 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/31/2013-IR(B-I) dated 22.07.2013 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the State Bank of India management initiating proceeding against union member for 
taking case of non-member of union working in State Bank of India as casual is fair? To what relief the 
union members entitled?” 

2. I party appeared, in person and presented the memo, dated 20.09.2016. It is clearly stated in the said memo as 
follows:- 

“The aforesaid dispute does not survive, because the proceedings initiated against the union member has been 
dropped and no proceedings are pending against such union members. Accordingly, the first party does not press the 
reference and same may be dismissed as not pressed to meet the ends of justice.” 

3. The contents of the said memo have been seen by the counsel for II party. No objection has been raised on 
behalf of the II party also, to pass an award as per the memo mentioned details filed by the I party. Hence, the said, 
memo is placed on record. In the circumstances, the reference is disposed of, as not pressed. 

AWARD 

In the result, the Reference is disposed of, as not pressed and the Award is passed accordingly. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 20.09.2016) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


24 2017 

eRT.OT. 1335— aftalPw felK SlMwr, 1947 (1947 14) TO 17 ^ 3 TE4TR qfN'H 

^5# ^ ■gpTOcff ^ c&ffcb’KT sijsfa B 3 tutur 3?W;ki* 

3#l^Ttrr Ttof 3F ■-qiwq, ^ W (WT TT^IT 117/2012) ^ WfW t, TIFF ^ 24.05. 

2017 f3TI 

[71. T3<7r-41011/27/2012-3Tl#3TR (^t-I)] 
Wt. TTTl fspe, 3T3MHT 

New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1335. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 117/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 





[RFT II-W^ 3(ii) ] 


RKR 3PT mm : Rf 27, 2017A?te 6, 1939 


3179 


Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workman, received by the Central Government on 24.05.2017. 

[No. L-41011/27/2012-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 21 st April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 117/2012 

1. The General Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Churchgate, Mumbai 

2. The Dy. Mechnical Engineer (Loco), 

Loco Carriage & Wagon Workshop, 

Western Railway, 

Dahod (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s 

The President, 

General Workmen’s Union, 

Sinduri Matta Devasthan, S.T. Nagar Road, 

Godhra (Gujarat) - 389001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri M.M. Makhija 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
4101 l/27/2012-IR(B-I) dated 17.08.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union. General Workmen’s Union, for payment of Provident Fund, gratuity with 
interest and 2/3 ld of family pension w.e.f. 20.10.1983 to Smt. Manguben Chandrabhan Singh Thakor W/o Late 
Shri Chandrabhan Singh M. who was removed from service w.e.f. 20.10.1983, is legal and justified? To what 
relief Smt. Thakor is entitled?” 


1. The reference dates back to 17.08.2012. After service to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of 
claim Ex. 6 on 01.02.2013 and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 9 and 10 on 16.07.2016 along with 
documents vide list Ex. 11. 

2. Now today on 21.04.2017, Shri J.K. Ved, the President, General Workmen’s Union representing the second 
party workman expressed unwillingness to prosecute the case and to withdraw the reference. 

3. Thus the reference is finally disposed of as withdrawn. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

Rf Iwt, 24 Rf, 2017 

eRT.OT. 1336. WUili'W. fsCRR; srMwi, 1947 (1947 14) 4ft StRl 17 qfr 3FJRRR 4 RRR7R hfNq 

^ ^ WlcfW ^ mg M'McM 3fll RTtfeRf 3PJSP1 R 3 RPR7R 3TfefrfRR7 
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srfq^TTT Tjcf ^ W (tM TRsTF 22/2007) ^ 'SWlftl'd ^7# t, ^ 71WR ^1 24.05.2017 

w<T f 3n «jti 

[7T. ^-41012/47/2006-3^3^ (^t-I)j 

T7f. fw, srgTTFr stfropt 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1336. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workman, received by the Central Government on 24.05.2017. 

[No. L-41012/47/2006-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 27 th April, 2017 

Reference : (CGITA) No. 22/2007 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Western Railway, 

Pratapnagar, Baroda - 390004 

2. The Divisional Electrical Engineer (TRS), 

Western Railway, Baroda Yard, 

Baroda .. .First Party 

V/s 

The Hon. President, 

Genera Workmen’ Union, 

Sinduri Mata Devasthan, 

S.T. Nagar Road, P.O. Godhra, 

Panchmahal (Gujarat) - 389001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri Rajesh Singh Thakur 

For the Second Party : Shri I.K. Ved (Union Representative) 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
41012/47/2006-IR(B-I) dated 07.02.2007 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Additional Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway, Baroda 
imposing penalty of lowering the basic salary from Rs. 4600 to Rs. 4200 for a period of six months with 
cumulative effect is legal, proper and just? If not, to what relief the concerned workman Shri Farooq Ahmed G. 
Shaikh is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 07.02.2007. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 12 on 
07.10.2007 but today on 27.04.2017, Shri J.K. Ved, The Hon. President, General Workmen’ Union, has requested to 
withdraw the reference. 
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2. Hence the reference is dismissed as withdrawn. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M ftc#, 24 Rf, 2017 

cFT.OT. 1337— sfteftfrw 1947 (1947 RTT 14) ^ RRT 17 q£ 3Tj,W»l 3 ^#4 WFtR Rf^Fr 

^ ^ 3RSRT5T ^ RST® 1W4-44 3?ft RFfeff it #3, STJsfa R f^Z 3MpTRT fERTK R HM Sll'tdtfilS)' 

STfsRFFl TTcf m WIMR, 3TFW1K ^ W (wf WIT 09/2011) wfef Wit t, # :^FFR ^ 24.05.2017 
Rit rto fan «ni 

[TT. T3[QT-41012/137/2007-3TTf3TR (#-I)] 
Wt. ^ fw, 3PJSIFT 3Tf«TRiR( 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1337. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western 
Railway and their workman, received by the Central Government on 24.05.2017. 

[No. L-41012/137/2007-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 


Dated 27 th April, 2017 


Reference : (CGITA) No. 09/2011 


The Divisional Railway Manager, 
Western Railway, 

Kalupur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

V/s 


The Divisional Secretary, 

Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 

Shastri Pole, 

Kothi, 

Baroda (Gujarat) - 390001 

For the First Party : Shri N.J. Acharya 

For the Second Party : Shri R.S. Sisodia (Union Representative) 

AWARD 


.. .First Party 


...Second Party 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
41012/137/2007-IR(B-I) dated 06.01.2011 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad to give compassionate appointment to Shri 
Rajeshbhai Dalsukhbhai, elder son of late Shri Dalsukhbhai Somabhai who died while in service on 20.02.1996 
is legal, proper and just? To what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 
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1. The reference dates back to 06.01.2011. In response to the notice issued by the tribunal, the second party union 
Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad through it Secretary R.S. Sisodia submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 
alleging that the workman Dalsukhbhai Somabhai died while in service on 20.02.1996 and the second party union 
Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad hereinafter referred to as union raised and submitted a charter of demand vide 
letter 19.02.2007 before the Assistant Labour Commissioner Baroda where the conciliation proceedings were initiated 
before the Conciliation Officer cum Assistant Commissioner of Labour but the conciliation proceedings failed. The 
Conciliation Officer cum Assistant Commissioner of Labour referred the matter to the union Government which 
referred the matter to this tribunal by way of this reference. It has been further alleged that the deceased workman 
Dalsukhbhai Somabhai was appointed as Gang-man on 03.10.1978 and continued to service the first party till 
20.02.1996 when he died in service. On 20.02.1996, his son Rajeshbhai Dalsukhbhai applied for compassionate 
appointed in place of his father within 6 month of death of his father but the first party did not decide the application 
despite in order. Therefore, he approaches the union. It is further alleged that the deceased workman Dalsukhbhai 
Somabhai served the first party without any spot on his career. It has been further alleged that the widow of the 
deceased workman remarried and submitted the no-objection in case the son of the deceased workman is appointed on 
compassionate ground. It is further alleged that the first party did not appoint on compassionate ground in the garb of 
circular dated 18.04.1984 wherein it is the condition precedent that the widow should not remarry. To this argument, 
the second party has alleged that the application of the son of the deceased workman was not decided in time, therefore, 
his widow under pressure and to this argument of the first party, the union has alleged that the aforesaid circular does 
not apply in the case because the application for appointment on compassionate ground was applied in time and widow 
at that point of time has submitted no objection then in such case, the appointment would have been made and the 
circular was not hurdle in the appointment on compassionate ground as the applicant was the son of the deceased 
workman. The union has also submitted the copy of the death certificate of the workman, application on compassionate 
appointment etc. 

2. On 10.01.2014, the second party union moved an application Ex. 10 for amendment of the statement of claim 
regarding the name of the son of the deceased workman to be read as “Rajeshbhai Dalsukhbhai” instead of Raheshbhai 
Dalsukhbhai. Same was allowed. 


3. The first party submitted the vakalatpatra of his advocate on 28.04.2011 in response to the notice but did not 
prefer to submit the written statement despite the fact that the advocate for the first party Shri N.J. Acharya used to 
attend the tribunal on most of the dates. The first party given dozen of dates to submit the written statement but did not 
prefer to submit the written statement, therefore, on 05.02.2016, the case was ordered to proceed on ex-parte. 

4. In support of the statement of claim Ex. 6, the second party union submitted the affidavit of Rajeshbhai 
Dalsukhbhai on 10.03.2017 reiterating the averments made in the statement of claim which are unrebutted as the first 
party did not prefer to file written statement as well as the affidavit. 

5. Thus in light of the evidence of the second party, the reference is disposed of with the observation as under: ’’the 
demand of Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad to give compassionate appointment to Shri Rajeshbhai Dalsukhbhai, 
elder son of late Shri Dalsukhbhai Somabhai who died while in service on 20.02.1996 is legal, proper and just.” 

6. The first party is directed to give appointment at appropriate post considering the qualification of the applicant 
son of the deceased workman within 60 days of the publication of the award. 


7. The award is passed accordingly. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


fwt, 24 Bf, 2017 

SET.3TT. 1338.-3TteftfTFE facTK SlfsrfWT, 1947 (1947 14) 17 ^ SPJHFT 3 

WRPI ^ TTO Msraf sfrr cMjcbkT ^ 3 W& 'iiWll-TT R ^#4 RPTRR 31^333 

133 SFT vJIRIRfBl, IrRsfTS) ^ W (rM RT. 15/2015) 3fl SBSlfel'1 3R# t RP3HR ^ 24.05.2017 ^ ’STO f3CT 

«TTI 


[RT. T3^T-41012/12/2015-3Tlf3TR (3t-I)] 
T3Rrf. fw, SRjqPT atfqcfTR) 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1338. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
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Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Northern 
Railway and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.05.2017. 

[No. L-41012/12/2015-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 15/2015 

Ref.No. L-41012/12/2015-IR(B-I) dated 20.04.2015 

BETWEEN : 

Sri Dinesh Chorasia 
S/o Late Sri Ganesh Prasad, 

548/197, Pal Atta Chakki, Surya Nagar 

Rajajipuran 

Lucknow-226017 

AND 

1. The Divisional Railway Manager, 

UttarNorthern Railway 

New Delhi-11:0001 

2. The Divisional Railway Manager 
Northern Railway, 

DRM Office, Hazratganj 
Lucknow 

3. M/s Shahid Faizan Ahmed & Brothers 
654, Begum Ka Makbara 

Janpad, Faizabad 

AWARD 

1. By order No. L-41012/12/2015-IR(B-I) dated 20.04.2015 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause fd) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the Sri Dinesh Chorasia S/o late Sri 
Ganesh Prasad, Lucknow and the DRM, NR of Lucknow/New Delhi for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“KYAN M/S SHAHID FAIZAN AHMED AND BROTHERS, FAIZABAD WA PRABANDHAN, UTTAR 
RAILWAY, LUCKNOW DWARA SRI DINESH CHOURASIA S/O LATE SRI GANESH PRASAD KO 
DINANK 25.1.2013 KO NAUKRI SE NIKALA JANA NYAYOCHIT EVAM VAIDH HAI? YADI 
NAHIN TO VADI KIS RAHAT KO PAANE KA HAKDAR HAI?” 

3. The Schedule letter dated 20.04.2015 was received in this Court on 13.5.2015, ID case was registered 
accordingly and notices through registered post were issued to both the parties. On the next date Learned AR Sri Siraj 
Ahmed for the workman appeared in the court and filed his authority. Opportunity was given to submit claim statement. 
On behalf of Northern Railway Sri U.K. Bajpai filed his authority. More than 12 days were given, several adjournment 
applications were allowed but no claim statement was filed in the Court on behalf of the workman. On 18.10.2016, 
20.12.2016,10.02.2017 and 17.02.2017, none appeared in the court for the workman. 

4. Learned AR for DRM, NR, Sri U.K. Bajpai submitted that the workman might not be interested to further 
proceed with the case, and his grievance might have been redressed. 

5. Arguments of Learned AR of the management were heard at length, record available before the court was 
perused. Despite being provided sufficient opportunity, the workman did not appear in the court on several dates, 
neither any claim statement was filed on his behalf. Moreover further time was also not sought and no reason was 
assigned by the Learned AR of the workman for not filing the claim statement. Learned AR for the management 
vehemently argued that the petitioner workman is not entitled to any relief in this case, and the impugned order if any 
passed by the management, is fully justified and legal. 
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6. After having heard the Learned AR of the management and perusal of the record, it is inferred that the legality or 
validity of the alleged impugned order dated 25.01.2013 passed by the management by which the petitioner workman 
was removed from his services, can not be adjudicated under such circumstances. The concerned workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

7. Award as above. 

LUCKNOW 

28.04.2017 

RAKESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

24 Tf, 2017 

cET.3TT. 1339.— 3MpT'<=&' fclK 1947 ( 1947 ^KT 14) TO 17 4) 3 ^#4 TfWR «1R 

UPfrtJT TpspRfjf ^ 314 cb4<4d4 ^ 44f, 3PpPJ 4' 4 ^#4 71WR 

wm* 4 wi m wvg; 4 ) 43 H ( 4 t 4 4 . 41/2013) ^4 wfw 1 4 r ^44 wfr: ^ 24.05. 
2017 4 ) itrt far «m 

[4. ^-12011/01/2013-3^^ (4t-i)] 

4). •qp. fw, 3gTtPT 3rffera7r4 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1339. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 41/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Jaipur Thar 
Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 24.05.2017. 

[No. L-12011/01/2013-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 41/2013 

Reference No.L-12011/01/2013-IR(B-I) dated: 30.7.2013 


1. The General Secretary 

Jaipur Thar Gramin Bank Officers Union 
K-103, Huddko Pratap Nagar, 

Jodhpur 

2. The General secretary 

Jaipur Thar Gramin Bank Karmachari Union, 

K-103, Huddko Pratap Nagar, 

Jodhpur. 

V/s 

The President 

Jaipur Thar Gramin Bank 

Head Office, Kissan Bhawan, 

Lai Kothi, Tonk road, 

Jaipur. 

AWARD 

30.3.2017 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred under clause (d) of Sub Section 1 & 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 
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W 3RPJW m Mu fcf>, OTH cb|i|fdi|, 3RFJW cfr gRT ifT*fTcf iff cf&£ ^ 3PHT^ f? £RfM SfdlvlHI 4 kR4 

wf$i, 4kT, wwffc «Tor if cpf M c^r f^rr mftt rtst^, w Wft f^reff 3 wfor w#4r ^ w 

W ^i\ f^JT MHT ^Il4)ftd TJcf ^JTWRT ft wft eft f^HI SFJcTfW WW 3rfeRfRft t ? 

2. According to statement of claim dated 7.1.2014 submitted by General Secretary of the Union, briefly facts of the 
case is that vide notification dated 25.2.2013 Marwar Gramin Bank and Jaipur Thar Gramin Bank have been 
amalgamated. After amalgamation of above mentioned two banks the new bank in existence is called Marudhara 
Gramin bank. Accordingly after amalgamation of the both banks new union of the workmen is known as “ Marudhara 
Gramin Karamchari Union” and union of the officers of the bank is known as “ Marudhara Gramin Bank Officers 
Union”. 

3. It has been further alleged that presently employees of Marwar Gramin Bank are paid transport allowance at the 
rate of Rs.150/- per month and employees of Jaipur Nagore Gramin Bank are paid at the rate of Rs.65/- per month but 
employees of Thar Anchalik Gramin Bank are not paid any amount in the name of transport allowance. It has been 
further alleged that transport allowance should be paid in accordance with settlement of I.B.A., sponsoring bank and 
direction of the Government of India. 

4. Finally, it has been prayed that looking into different rates of transport allowance existing among the employees 
of different banks order be passed for payment of Rs.275/- per month to be paid to all the employees from the time of 
first amalgamation in January, 2006 according to present settlement between SBBJ & IB A. 

5. From perusal of order sheet it shall appear that after filing statement of claim on 7.1.14 none has appeared from 
applicant side till the last date on 28.3.2017. After 7.1.14, 18 dates have been fixed consecutively to different 
proceedings in the cases but applicant has failed to appear on any subsequent date till 28.3.2017 to take part in further 
proceeding to assist the tribunal for further proceeding in the case. 

6. Opposite party bank has appeared on 24.3.2014 and next date 9.6.14 has been fixed for filling reply but opposite 
party. Applicant has been absent on 24.3.14. On 9.6.14 applicant was absent and learned representative for opposite 
party appeared and alleged that applicant has not filed statement of claim in proper name of the parties as per reference 
hence, opposite party has not been able to file reply to statement of claim. Opposite party further moved an application 
on 9.6.14 against applicant to proceed ex-party against him because of continuous absence of applicant. The application 
of opposite party was allowed on 9.6.14 and order was passed by tribunal that case shall proceed ex-parte against 
applicant. Next date 16.6.14 was fixed for ex-parte hearing against applicant. 

7. On 16.6.14 adjournment of opposite party was allowed and next date 17.6.14 was fixed for ex-parte hearing 
against applicant on 17.6.14. On 17.6.14 again none appeared for applicant. Learned representative for opposite party 
appeared and alleged that change in reference is required. He alleged that in reference in place of “ Jaipur Thar Gramin 
Bank” name of “ Marudhara Rajathan Gramin Bank” is to be mentioned because “ Jaipur Thar Gramin Bank” has been 
merged with “ Marwar Gramin Bank” with new name “ Marudhara Gramin Bank” and “ Mewar Gramin Bank” has 
been merged with “ Marudhara Gramin Bank” with new name “ Marudhara Rajasthan Gramin Bank”. Accordingly, 
order was passed on 17.6.14 that notice be sent to applicant to take step for change of name of the bank in statement of 
claim. Opposite party was directed to file notification of merger of banks so that step may be taken to bring change in 
reference regarding change of name of banks. 

8. Till 8.3.2017 applicant neither appeared before tribunal nor took any step for corrigendum in reference or 
amendment in statement of claim. A notice dated 8.3.2017 was sent to applicant which reads as under :- 

WRRcf 

3RPJ7 m Tn4W fcf> TjftlR, 

cfr. 103, MW MfEPJW (WRT.) 

fcfTC- CGIT Case No. 41/2013, 3RPR HR HPftu fcfr cbtfcllfl #RFT, MRpr Wm 3RPR HR ¥T%T fcfr, 

3#RT, fcfHTH WT, HTH ^ (WRT.) if ^ ^ if | 

W IRRH ^fR#RRR if f^WRTEfFT xfR ^gT 11 W WFT WTH W t f^R# fef4 Wlf^R 3 RRffERf 3TTcRW^ 

t 3fR WTfeR ^ TRTRRf ^ f^HT if fcf> cf>j WFT m WWTcRf Rf RRfffel cfRFf ^ WT# WSf sfRT cbl4c||f51 WRTWT 

MHT 3fN^i|ch || 


f^TTch 14.3.2014 4 tTTto Rf WT# WSf 4 TO Rf W WMef if 3TFf 4 c|,|4c||£| ^ feP? BWft-HcT W^f 3fT 11 
if 3T*Teff fclfaT 28.03.2017 Pl4d 11 
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m 3TTT k t % f^TR) 28.03.2017 kt Wf 3T5M 3TOk f^T k WR k BTfklcT k 

apt eft ch|4c||^l k RfkrfkcT cTSIT cf?r M% k feH? kk cRRr H/krHH^HklkHTHH/k[T7HHT 

TUT^IT % 3TFT eft k 3hk 4 Mfcf 3 k^ 7#T 11 PlRII^I fTCjJHN m 4 3PJt#>lfcT k f4f§I k 

3TJST fcfUfl vffllkTTI 

■HcT^m 
(WSR 3TT^k) 
ftdlklH 3Tf4cf7Tfr 
kkk m ^iiAiidAi,^ra^ 

9. Above notice has been served on applicant General Secretary of the union and acknowledgement is on record. 
Applicant did not appear on 28.3.2017 as per direction in notice. On 28.3.2017 order was passed to stop further 
proceeding in the case due to lack of interest of applicant side towards adjudication of the reference in question. In 
above circumstance it is sufficiently clear that applicant is not interested in taking further step to have the reference 
adjudicated. In absence of any evidence adduced by applicant I am of the view that applicant has failed to prove that 
non payment of transport allowance by the bank to the employees of lodhpur, Jaisalmer and Barmer district is unjust 
and illegal. Statement of claim of the applicant is dismissed accordingly. 

10. Award as above. 


BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

Tf tkrft, 24 Bf, 2017 

eRT.OT. 1340.— aMpRF 3?fkWT, 1947 ( 1947 14) «TR1 17 k SFJBTH 4 kkkl kl kfcl 

k wikr k Ikksrkf 4k dkebik 4 kNr, sppk k krf^e kkiih-r feK k kkki tithr alalfe 
SlfWT kk 9FT -IP-! RFC WWfo 4 k^tH (tM k. 14/2013) kf Wlfk I, k kkfa TP7FR k 23.05.2017 k 
TTO f3TT SHI 

[k. 12025/01 /2017-3Tlka : nR (k-I)] 

kt k?T. fw, 3T3RPT 3Tkraik 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2017 

S.O. 1340. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 14/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Rail Wheel 
Factory and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 23.05.2017. 

[No. L-12025/01/2017-IR (B-I)] 
B. S. BISHT, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 26 th April, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

ID No. 14/2013 


I Party 


II Party 


Sri. Mahesh Kumar M, 
S/o Late Mathaiah, 

Rail Wheel Factory, 
Personnel Branch, 
Yelahanka, 

Bangalore - 560106 


1. The General Manager, Rail Wheel Factory, 
Yelahanka, Bangalore - 560106 

2. The Assistant Personnel Officer, 

Manager’s Officer, Personnel Branch, 

Rail Wheel Factory, 

Yelahanka, Bangalore - 560106 


Advocate for I Party : 

M/s. Krishna. B & Geetha Krishna, 


Advocate for II Party: Mr. Ramesh Upadhyaya 
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AWARD 

1. Brief details mentioned in the claim statement are as follows:— 

The I Party Submits that, he is a graduate in B.com. The I Party states that, he joined the service as a Group - D 
employee with the II Party Management w.e.f 15.08.2009 against a sanctioned post, on substantive capacity. The I 
Party also states that, he has been removed from his service w.e.f. 28.05.2001. That on the very same day another order 
date 28.05.2001 has been issued appointing the I Party Workman in the cadre of Peon in the grade of Rs. 5,200- 
20,200/- and a copy of the same is produced as Annexure-A. The I Party states that a letter dated 13.05.2011 has also 
been issued to the I Party workman informing him to report to duty on or before 23.04.2001 to complete the formalities 
and a copy of the same is produced as Annexure-C. The I Party workman has completed 120 days of service and 
accordingly, an order dated 02.11.2011 has been issued and granting temporary status w.e.f 12.09.2011 together with 
pay scales attached to the post. The I Party states that, the I Party workman accepted the job as he has served as a peon 
in the residential quarters allocated to Smt. Kusuma Hariprasad, with atmost diligence and devotion to work. It is also 
relevant to mention that Smt. Kusuma Hariprasad, is married with one Sri. Prathap Reddy and she has got 2 small kids. 
No timing is fixed and for 24 hours the workman has been discharging the duties as a Bungalow Peon and through out 
his service, not even a single memo has been issued to the I Party and the un-blemished record of service is being 
maintained by the I Party. Further, to the utter surprise, dismay and shock to the I Party workman, he has been served 
with a show cause notice dated 02.03.2012 and a copy of the same is produced as Annexure-E. The II Party without 
appreciating the reply offered by the I Party workman an Official Memorandum dated 19.04.2012 has been passed, 
terminating the services of I Party workman and a copy of the same is produced as Annexure-G. The I Party offered his 
reply dated 05.04.2012 stating that he reported to duty on 13.05.2012 but he has been thrown out of job by using, men 
and muscle power. That refusal to allow the workman to discharge his duty is a worst kind of unfair labour practice as 
defined under section 2(ra) of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The orders of termination passed against the I Party 
workman is grossly unjust and violative of Principles of Natural Justice in as much “ NO DEFINITE FINDING OF 
GUILT” has been recorded by way of conducting the enquiry. The I Party Submits that, the II Party Management 
ought to have conducted an enquiry and ought to have granted, a reasonable and adequate opportunity to the I Party to 
disprove the misconduct alleged against him. The I Party Workman has been engaged to serve the II Party 
Management upto 31.12.2009 but he has been prematurely terminated. The policy of ‘Hiring and Firing’ adopted by 
the II party, has to be deprecated. That non payment of retrenchment compensation together with orders of termination 
is bad in law and such orders of termination have already been declared as “Void ab-initio”, according to the decisions 
rendered by the various courts of this Country in the following cases:— 

a) ILR 1996 Karl 874 - SRA Kamat Vs KSRTC 

b) AIR 1981 SC 1253 - Mohan Lai Vs BEL 

c) AIR 1979 SC 75 - Hindustan Tin Works 

d) 1990 (3) SCC Page 682 - Punjab Land 

Smt. Kusuma Hariprasad, has uttered ugly words against the I Party workman against the caste he belongs. Keeping 
this in mind and also to accommodate person of her choice the orders of termination has been passed. Hence, there is 
bonafide exercise of powers. Without specifying the working hours, the I Party workman has been subjected to untold 
misery and hardships. The I Party workman has been made to suffer, unreasonably without any “Rhyme or Reason”. 
Therefore, the I Party Workman prays that this Court may be pleased to pass an award, directing the II Party 
Management, to reinstate the I Party into his original post, with continuity of service, seniority. Promotion and full back 
wages from the date of dismissal to till the date of Re-instatement and to grant all the consequential benefits, to meet 
the ends of justice. 

2. Brief details mentioned in the Counter statement are as follows:— 

The II Party states that, the I Party, based on his application (Annexure - Rl) and as recommended by the 
officer Smt. Kusuma Hariprasad, Dy.FA&Cao (Annexure - R2), has been engaged as Substitute Emergency Peon on 
14.05.2011 (Annexure - R3). In Railways, due to arduous nature of duties and long hours spent in dealing with official 
matters, there is a provision for Administrative Grade Officers to engage a person of their choice/confidence as 
Emergency Peon to work in their Bungalow and to carry documents between Bungalow and office as may be needed. 
There is a serious mis-behaviour committed on the part of the I Party workman and his service is grossly unsatisfactory. 
Therefore, his services has been terminated, which is legal and good in law. Mere indicating the date of birth, date of 
engagement or date of superannuation in pay slip does not mean one is permanent in service or his services could not be 
terminated for good and sufficient reason. The application of the workman has been forwarded by the Officer on 
17.01.2011 and offer of appointment has been issued on 13.05.2011, which has been accepted by the workman on 
14.05.2011. The termination of service of the workman is done, for the violation of terms and conditions accepted by 
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him, after following the procedures. It has been made clear to the workman before engaging him in the service on 
contractual basis, that his services could be terminated if his service has been found to be unsatisfactory. The Officer 
being educated and a Group ‘A’ Officer does not appreciate, the differentiating on caste and creed. The I Party 
workman having been engaged on contractual basis, does not come under the purview of section 25-G of Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947. There are no merits in the application of the I Party workman. All other statements in the 
application, which are not specifically traversed herein are denied as not correct. 

3. Brief details mentioned in the Rejoinder filed by I Party are as follows:— 

The I Party states that he has been appointed accepting the terms and conditions appointment order dated 
13.05.2011 and he has worked upto 19.04.2012, completing 240 days of service without any interruption. The I Party 
workman has done the works like washing clothes, cleaning the floor, go to market and should be available on all 24 
hours. The II Party Management ought to have conducted an enquiry and ought to have granted a reasonable and 
adequate opportunity to the I Party workman to disprove the misconduct alleged against him. The I Party workman has 
been served with a show cause notice dated 02.03.2012 inviting explanation, as to why his service as Substitute 
Emergency Peon, should not be terminated. In response to the said show cause notice the I Party workman offered his 
detailed and convincing reply on 05.04.2012 with a humble request to permit him to continue his services. But 
unfortunately without appreciating the reply offered by the I Party workman, an Official Memorandum dated 
19.04.2012, has been passed, terminating the services of I Party workman. 

4. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important point arises for consideration, with regard to the 
above mentioned matter, as follows:- “Whether II Party is justified in imposing the punishment of terminating the 
service of 1 party/Sh. Mahesh Kumar M staff No.061049? If not, to what relief, the I party is entitled to get?” 

5. POINT :— The MW-1 namely the Chief Staff and Welfare Inspector, of II Party has admitted in his evidence 
that the Emergency Peon, gets temporary status on satisfactory completion of 120 days from the initial date of 
appointment. In the present case also as per Ex A-5 dated 02.11.2011, the I Party has been granted temporary status 
with effect from 12.09.2011. Further, MW-1 has admitted that I Party has been appointed on 14.05.2011 and also MW- 

I has admitted that I Party has been granted temporary status on completion of 120 days w.e.f. 12.09.2011, as per 
Ex A-5 filed by the I Party. Further, MW-1 has categorically admitted that I Party has been appointed in the vacancy 
post and there is no practice of conducting medical examination before granting temporary status. However, the I Party 
has been subjected to medical examination prior to engaging him as Substituted Emergency Peon and salary of the 
Emergency Peon is paid by Government. Further, MW-1, also admitted that he is not aware as to whether Smt. 
Kusuma Hariprasad has been examined regarding unauthorised absence from duty, committed by the I Party and no 
enquiry has been conducted regarding allegation made against the I Party and only Smt. Kusuma Hariprasad can answer 
as to whether she has denied to give work for I Party. On the other hand, I Party has clearly stated in his evidence that 
without verifying the allegation and without conducting any enquiry and also without recording any finding of guilt, the 

II Party has terminated the service of I Party workman and it is clear case of unfair labour practice and also, violation of 
principle of natural justice. Further, the evidence of MW-1 is also not clear to the effect that I Party has been 
terminated by following the principle of natural justice and also, the allegation has been proved as per the principles of 
preponderance of probability. 

6. Further, out in the judgment relied on behalf of the II Party and reported in AIR 2005 Supreme Court 1933, 
(Before Mr. Justice. N. Santhosh Hegde and Mr. Justice. S.B. Sinha), Civil Appeal Nos. 4868 with 4869 of 1999, dated 
03.03.2005, in the case of Karnataka State Road Transport Corporation and another Vs S.G. Kotturappa and another , it 
is held as follows only:- “Termination of Service - Badli worker, has no statutory status/right - His termination for 
unsatisfactory work, that too, with opportunity given for improvements - Not invalid or violative of S.25-F of I.D. 
Act.” And also in the judgment reported in (2009) 17 Supreme Court Cases 473, (Before Mr. Justice. Dr. Ajith Pasavat 
and Mr. Justice. A.K. Ganguly), in the case of Bangalore Metropolitan Transport Vs T.V. Anandappa, Civil Appeal 
No. 2589 of 2009, decided on April 16, 2009, it is held as follows only:- “Badli Worker - Protection under Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 - Held, not available.” Further, out in the judgment relied on behalf of II Party and reported in AIR 
1999 Supreme Court 1958 (1), (Before Ms. Justice. Sujata, Mr. Justice. V. Manohar, Mr. Justice. D. P Mohapatra and 
Mr. Justice. R.C Lajoti), Civil Appeal No. 711 of 1983 dated 14.05.1999, in the case of N.S.Giri Vs The Corporation of 
City of Mangalore and others , it is held as follows only:- “Industrial Dispute Act (14 of 1947), S.10A- Award of 
Industrial Tribunal enforcement of Award enhancing age of superannuation to 58 years - Inconsistent with statutory 
provisions governing service conditions - cannot be enforced.” However, it is found that as per Ex A-5, the II Party has 
clearly pointed out that the I Party is eligible for privileges like annual increment, leave (CL/LAP/LHAP), pass/PTO, 
HRA, Medical benefits etc., as admissible to temporary Railway Servants with effect from 12.09.2011 on grant of 
temporary status and also, the II Party has not established that, the I Party has been terminated for good and sufficient 
reason and hence, the above mentioned citations filed on behalf of II Party are not applicable to the present case for the 
special facts and peculiar circumstances and also for the unique details mentioned herein above. 
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7. It is well settled by the catena of decisions that labour laws being beneficial pieces of legislation are to be 
interpreted in favour of the beneficiaries in case of doubts. The II Party cannot make submission in an aprobate or 
reprobate manner. It is obligatory on the part of the tribunal to consider the entire materials on record and to give a 
finding on several contentions urged by both the parties. The Tribunal has to discharge its statutory function in terms of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, based upon the facts and circumstances of the present case only. Further, it is also evident, 
from the close reading of the facts and situations mentioned above, that the I Party is entitled to get the full 
reinstatement, relief as prayed for in the claim statement. 

8. Further, the awarding of reinstatement does not amount to automatic conferment of back wages as held in 2009 
(4) LLJ 667 (SC) Malla C.N. Vs State of Jammu and Kashmir & others . Awarding of back wages, depend upon other 
factors and circumstances. The I Party has pointed out in the claim statement that the I Party has been thrown out of 
employment and is facing hardship. In the affidavit also, the I Party has stated that with no financial income he is 
facing great hardship. However, the claim of the workman that he is entitled for the full back wages, cannot be 
considered, having regard to fact that the I Party has not performed any work for II Party from 19.04.2012 to till date, 
namely, for more than 5 long years, and also, in order to balance the interest of both the parties, this Court is of the 
considered opinion that in the facts and situation of the present case, 50% back wages only can be granted to the I Party. 
Having regard to the facts and circumstances, and long gap from the date of dismissal of I Party, from 19.04.2012 to till 
date, it is seen that granting of 50% back wages would be adequate. 

9. Further, AW-1, namely the I Party has clearly stated in his evidence that he has no other avocation in life except 
employment with II Party and from the date of dismissal from service i.e., on 19.04.2012 to till date he is not gainfully 
employed elsewhere and he could not get employment elsewhere. Further, AW-1 has categorically stated that it is not 
true to suggest that he himself stopped coming to the work from 13.02.2012 and I Party has been thrown out of his job 
without following the principles of natural justice. Further in the judgment relied upon on behalf of I Party and 
reported in AIR 1979 Supreme Court 75, (1978 LAB I.C. 1667), (Before Mr. Justice. V.R. Krishna Iyer, Mr. Justice. 
D.A. Desai and Mr. Justice. O. Chinnappa Reddy) in the case of M/s. Hindustan Tin Works Pvt. Ltd. Vs The 
Employees of M/s Hindustan Tin Works Pvt. Ltd, and others.Civil Appeal No. 656 of 1978, dated 07.09.1978, it is held 
as follows:- “When the Industrial unit concerned is looking up and has started making profits, and the workmen have 
already been reinstated and they have started earning their wages, in view of the fact that the unit has still not cleared its 
accumulated loss and in view of the facts and circumstances of the case the award not of full back wages but 75 
percent, thereof will be appropriate.” However, in the judgment relied on behalf of the I Party himself and also 
reported in ILR 1996 KAR 1874, Mr. Justice. Kumar Rajaratnam, in the case of S. Rathnakar Amrith Kamath Vs 
K.S.R.T.C. it has been held as follows:- “Industrial Dispute Act (Central Act No. 14 of 1947) Sections 2(s) & 25-F 
workman’s removal from service without complying with section 25-F, held, illegal-having suffered a long litigation, 
held, entitled not only continuity of service but with 50% of back-wages.” Accordingly it is found that in the above 
mentioned facts and circumstances the I Party is entitled to get 50% back wages from the date of termination namely 
19.04.2012 to till the date of reinstatement. 

10. In the light of the above mentioned facts and situations, this Court is awarding 50% back wages from the date of 
order of dismissal, and also, on the careful appreciation of the submissions made in the statements, and also, the oral 
and documentary evidences adduced by both the Parties, I Party is ordered to be reinstated with the benefit of continuity 
of service and other consequential benefits that he would have received in the absence of the impugned penalty of 
removal from service, but with 50% of back wages. However, the workman/I Party is entitled for continuity of service 
for the other purposes. For the above mentioned facts and circumstances and situation, it is found that the I 
Party/Workman is entitled for re-instatement, with benefit of continuity of service and other consequential benefits that 
he would have received, in the absence of the impugned penalty of removal from service, but with back wages of 50%, 
for the above mentioned peculiar reasons. There shall be continuity of service. Thus, the point is answered, 
accordingly. 

AWARD 

The II Party is not justified in imposing the punishment of Terminating the services of I Party/Sh. Mahesh 
Kumar M and the said II Party is directed to reinstate I Party with the benefit of continuity of service and 
other consequential benefits, that he would have received in the absence of the impugned penalty of 
Terminating the services of I party, but with 50% back wages, and the present reference is ordered 
accordingly, without costs, for the above mentioned peculiar facts and special circumstances of the present 
matter. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 26 th April, 2017) 


V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 
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List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


AW 1 


Sh. Mahesh Kumar M, I Party/ workman 


List of Witness on the side of II Party: 


MW 1 


Sh. Narasimha Murthy, Chief Staff and Welfare Inspector 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex A-l 

19.04.2012 

Memorandum issued by II Party to I Party workman 

Ex A-2 

05.04.2012 

Explanation to the show cause notice from I Party to Smt. 
Kusuma Hariprasad 

Ex A-3 

05.05.2011 

Letter issued for Medical Examination from Rail Wheel 
Factory General Manager’s Office Personnel Department 

Ex A-4 

13.05.2011 

Engagement of Substitute Emergency peon to Smt. Kusuma 
Hariprasad 

Ex A-5 

02.11.2011 

Memorandum granting temporary status issued by II Party 
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